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Abstract 
There is a paucity of research focusing on the professional coach educator and their voices 
rarely feature in the coaching literature. Thus, the purpose of this study was to explore sixteen 
coach educators’ journeys and experiences, understandings, practice, role and realities from a 
variety of sports and levels of coach education in the United Kingdom. As such, the research 
enabled this sample of coach educators’ voices and experiences to be heard and for their 
socialisation processes from childhood to be investigated. The coach educators were 
interviewed using semi-structured interviews that provided exploratory insights into them and 
their biographies. The data were analysed thematically through inductive and deductive 
processes. Themes were identified that related to the coach educators’ journeys and lives as 
well as their understandings of coach learning and coach education. To offer a more 
sophisticated appreciation of coach educators and coach education the sociological framework 
of Pierre Bourdieu was adopted. The analysis showed that their beliefs and perceptions had 
been formed, inculcated and reproduced as a result of taken-for-granted and doxic experiences 
(Bourdieu, 1977) as athletes, learners, coaches and in coach education and tutor training (and 
tertiary education in some cases). The participants expressed that their practice, roles and 
realities were prescriptive, highly structured, repetitive and pressurised and they viewed coach 
education as being decontextualised and low impact. The participants suggested that 
knowledge of ‘learning’ was important for coaching and coach education and associated it with 
contextualised and situated practice. However, analysis showed that the coach educators’ 
pedagogical knowledge was somewhat limited, confused and lacked conceptual understanding. 
As such, this typically positioned the professional coach educator as being unreflective, 
unreflexive and compliant as they appropriated legitimate (but questionable) methods. The 
findings highlighted there is a need to further examine coach educators’ experiences, 
understandings, tutor training and to conduct much-needed critical inquiry with coach 
developers and those occupying senior SGB positions. 
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1.1 Background to the research 
Throughout the last twenty years scholarship has increasingly focused on formal coach 
education (e.g. Lyle & Cushion, 2017; McCullick et al., 2009; Piggott, 2012, inter alia) and 
coach learning (e.g. Armour, 2010, 2011; Mallet, Rynne, & Billett, 2016; Watts & Cushion, 
2016, inter alia). Research, however, has generally overlooked an important aspect of coach 
education, namely the coach educator. Coach educators are the ‘face’ of formal coach 
education programmes and in the United Kingdom (UK), for example, deliver the UK 
Coaching Certificate (UKCC1) on behalf of Sporting/National Governing Bodies 
(SGBs/NGBs). Indeed, coach educators are involved with the delivery of four tiers of coach 
education (levels 1 to 4) (McQuade & Nash, 2015; cf. International Council for Coaching 
Excellence, ICCE, 2014) and are thus tasked with certifying coach learners undertaking formal 
coaching qualifications. Given the significance of the role and that obtaining certification is a 
pre-requisite to practice as a qualified coach, it is surprising that there is reportedly hardly any 
research exploring the coach educator in coach education (Abraham et al., 2013; Cushion, 
Griffiths & Armour, 2017), and that strangely, the perspectives of coach educators have 
remained absent from the literature (Allanson, Potrac, & Nelson, 2019; Callary & Gearity, 
2019a, 2019b, 2020). 
There are several formal coach development roles; namely, coach educators, coach 
developers and coach mentors and each engages with different aspects of coach education. It 
is important therefore, that research clearly distinguishes between them as this will help to 
provide greater clarity and understanding of the similarities and differences of each role. 
Consequently, this research examines ‘coach educators’ (i.e. tutors/facilitators) who deliver 
formal coach education and continuing professional development (CPD), rather than ‘coach 
developers’ (qualification/programme designers) or coach mentors (cf. McQuade & Nash, 
2015). Crucially, coach educators are the focus in this case because they lead and support 
learning in classroom and practical contexts (McQuade & Nash, 2015; ICCE, 2014) in formal 
coach education.  
Research has been critical of formal coach education and its outcomes, specifically 
suggesting that it does not contribute to meaningful change of coaches’ future practice (e.g. 
Piggott, 2012; Stodter & Cushion, 2014, 2017, inter alia). This includes raising concerns 
 
1 The UKCC coach education framework was developed in response to concerns raised about the education, 
standards, recognition and value of coaches; the framework “supports the delivery, assessment, and quality 
assurance of coaches and coach education programme and qualifications” (McQuade & Nash, 2015, p. 340; see 
Department for Culture, Media and Sport, DCMS, 2002). A few sports also offer a level five coaching award. 
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towards the seemingly limited impact coach educators have on coaches’ learning (Lyle & 
Cushion, 2017; Mallet et al., 2016; Nash, Sproule, & Horton, 2016). Effectively, there is no 
guarantee or evidence that obtaining certification from coach educators leads to better coaching 
practice (Cushion, 2011a; Lyle & Cushion, 2017; McCullick et al., 2009, inter alia). Indeed, 
experienced coaches have reported that they have been disillusioned with coach educators 
and their practice throughout their entire coaching journeys and fear that future coach 
education attendance will not be advantageous (Watts & Cushion, 2016). So, while being 
deemed ‘competent’ by coach educators (Cushion, 2011a), in reality, a body of coaches 
perceive their compulsory coach education pathway to be unhelpful, suggesting they have not 
been influenced to any significant degree by their formal coach education experiences. Such 
findings are intriguing, concerning and problematic for coaching and coach development 
more broadly. Coach education and coach educators need to fully engage coaches, be 
valued, enhance practice, and contribute to coach learners’ lifelong professional 
development.  
Coach education research typically, while not directly featuring coach educators until 
recently, has, however, started to recognise the importance of the coach educator and make 
inroads on some of the issues. Such research to date has considered their recruitment and skills 
(e.g. Abraham et al., 2013; Nash & Collins, 2006), the coach learner and coach educator 
relationship (e.g. McCullick, Belcher, & Schempp, 2005; Vella, Crowe, & Oades, 2013, inter 
alia), and coach learners’ perceptions of coach educators (e.g. Nash & Sproule, 2012; Nelson, 
Cushion, & Potrac, 2013, Watts & Cushion, 2016, inter alia). Notably, research has generally 
been far from complimentary about coach educators’ practice and has raised a number and 
range of concerns. For instance, these have included concerns relating to reductionist methods 
and practice (Chesterfield, Potrac, & Jones, 2010; Jones, Armour, & Potrac, 2003; Lyle & 
Cushion, 2017, inter alia) leading to the indoctrination (Nelson, Cushion, & Potrac, 2006, inter 
alia) of learner coaches and coach educators’ showing bias and favouritism towards former 
elite athletes (Nash & Sproule 2012, inter alia). Historically, research has also revealed unease 
over coach educators’ possession and use of power in coach education (Cushion, Armour, & 
Jones, 2003; Piggott, 2012, inter alia) including unprofessional and unethical practice (Lewis, 
Roberts, & Andrews, 2015; Schlesinger & Weigelt-Schlesinger, 2012).  
Whilst some of the criticism levelled at coach educators seems warranted (see Lewis et 
al., 2015), some of the dissatisfaction may be undeserved, leading to ‘blame’ being apportioned 
to coach educators (e.g. tutors) for broader issues out of their remit and control. Perhaps then, 
as a result of being the visible ‘face’ of coach education, the coach educator (tutor) becomes a 
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logical focus for criticism from coaches and scholars alike. Put simply, researchers may have 
been too quick to attribute some of the ills of coach education to the coach educator (tutor), 
without the underlying evidence and understanding of how the coach educator ‘fits’ into coach 
education. More so, it was almost twenty years ago that Lyle (2002) argued that “coach 
educators are in an impossible position unless they are operating within an appropriate 
framework of knowledge and skills” (p. 26); but research has yet to address and explore this 
position. Equally, the limited detailed research about coach educators, their backgrounds, 
experiences and practice, suggests they have been misunderstood and inadequately 
conceptualised, leading to some rather superficial understandings and guidance for coach 
development being made (e.g. Vella et al., 2013, inter alia). Importantly, this is not a criticism 
of the previous authors’ scholarship; rather, it reinforces the fact that coach educators are under-
researched, poorly understood, and lack representation and voice. Therefore, to better 
appreciate, understand and develop the coach development workforce and coach education, it 
is imperative that coach educators feature more centrally in empirical work.  
Despite the concerns noted earlier, it seems that the accreditation of learner coaches by 
coach educators is vital and becoming more topical (Callary & Gearity, 2019a, 2019b, 2020; 
Cushion et al., 2017; McCullick et al., 2009). But, while there is consensus in empirical 
findings that formal coach education is necessary (e.g. Abraham & Collins, 1998, 2011; 
Cassidy, Potrac, & McKenzie, 2006; Hussain, Trudel, Patrick, & Rossi, 2012; Lyle & Cushion, 
2017, inter alia), effective coach education, and how it is facilitated, remains contentious. 
Arguably, scholarship to date has not fully addressed this. However, instead of coaches 
imitating coach educators’ ‘best practice’ and a ‘one-size-fits all’ approach to coach education  
(Abraham & Collins, 1998; Chesterfield et al., 2010; Piggott, 2012; Stodter & Cushion, 2017), 
it has been recommended that coach education should facilitate and encourage creative, 
adaptable, and innovative coaches (Cassidy, Jones, & Potrac, 2009; Lyle & Cushion, 2017; 
Saury & Durand, 1998, inter alia). Accordingly, the role of the coach educator is a vital 
component in coach development and learning. Yet, while expecting coach educators to 
influence coaches’ learning journeys and practice, there is little or no evidence upon which to 
develop the coach educators’ knowledge, skills and understandings. At the same time coach 
educators’ perspectives on these matters remain unknown and under-researched. To address 
this, research is required that offers a deeper understanding and greater clarity of the coach 
educator role. Consequently, this brings coach educators’ backgrounds, education, training, 
understandings, practice, roles and realities to the fore.  
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To date, the integration of sociology and theoretical analyses have been instrumental in 
aiding our understanding of coaching as “a personal, power-ridden, everyday pursuit” (Potrac 
& Jones, 2009a, p. 223; Cassidy et al., 2009; Jones, 2000, 2011, Jones, Ronglan, Potrac, & 
Cushion, 2011; Piggott, 2012). Sociological research in coaching has raised awareness and 
understanding of the “person behind the profession” (Christensen, 2014, p. 207; Griffiths & 
Armour, 2013), the social structures impacting practice, and has revealed that coach education 
is not a meritocracy (Christensen, 2014). More recently, the work of French sociologist, Pierre 
Bourdieu2, has gained momentum and been drawn on by an increasing range of scholars, 
extending the field’s understanding of coaching (e.g. Cushion & Jones, 2014, inter alia), coach 
education (e.g. Piggott, 2012, inter alia), coach mentoring (e.g. Sawiuk, Taylor, & Groom, 
2016), and coach educators in situ3 (e.g. Cushion et al., 2017). For example, coaching and 
coach education have been interpreted as social reproduction with “the imparting of enduring 
values and an ideology that guides behaviour in accordance with given expectations” (Cushion 
& Jones, 2014, p. 277). In addition, formal coach education analysed through a sociological 
lens has even been referred to as a “shadowy ‘regime’” (Piggott, 2012, p. 551; Blackett et al., 
2015). Such findings are problematic and warrant further exploration. Thus, research needs to 
explore coach education contexts further by shedding light on coach educators’ ‘unknown 
worlds’ (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992) and to bring the “undiscussed into discussion” 
(Bourdieu, 1977, p. 168). 
A sociological and Bourdieusian focus in coach education has uncovered an 
“overreliance on legitimated experiential knowledge” (Townsend & Cushion, 2015, p. 9) that 
can lead to the construction of an anti-intellectual agenda and to coach education being seen as 
a “a space of conflict and competition” (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 17; Townsend & 
Cushion, 2015). Indeed, Bourdieu (1998) suggested that “familiarity prevents us from seeing 
everything that is concealed…” (p. 21). Thus, “coach education needs to be interrogated, 
critically explored, and reflected upon, to contribute to a more sophisticated understanding of 
coaching in order to progress the field and inform practitioners” (Townsend & Cushion, 2015, 
p. 16; cf. Bourdieu, 1977, 1998). Likewise, research by Sawiuk et al. (2016) applied a 
‘Bourdieusian reading’ to reveal elements of formal coach development “as a form of social 
control rather than being driven by pedagogical concerns” (p. 619) imbued with social, micro-
political, institutional and stakeholder complexities. In fact, the authors concluded that “the 
 
2 An introduction to Pierre Bourdieu’s constructs can be found in chapter two (see pp. 38-44)  
3 The coach educators were part of their SGB’s ‘new approach’ to coach education that placed them in coach 
learners’ personal coaching contexts. 
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corporation of education and the control of what is valued in learning rarely serve those whom 
they were designed to educate” (Sawiuk et al., 2016, p. 626; cf. Bourdieu, 2004a). Coach 
educators are central here as both products and producers of this discourse (cf. Cushion et al., 
2017). Gaining their insights will enable the field to view and understand coach education from 
the perspective of the coach educator. 
Notwithstanding the dearth of coach educator focused research, some coaching scholars 
have begun to recognise the centrality of coach educators and acknowledge their social 
complexities, thereby positioning the coach educator/developer (e.g. Allanson, 2014; Allanson 
et al., 2019; Cushion et al., 2017) and their learning pathways (e.g. Brasil, Ramos, Milistetd, 
Culver, & do Nascimento, 2017) as the key focus in empirical studies. Allanson (2014) 
considered power and the micro-political complexities and social realities that coach educators 
face. The author reported that, despite experiencing struggles, coach educators exuded a 
“sophisticated sense of micropolitical literacy” (Allanson, 2014, p. iv; see also Allanson et al., 
2019) exercising ‘impression management’ (Goffman, 1959) to create and maintain the ‘right’ 
image of themselves in their interactions. Hence, coach educators felt they needed to conform 
to the cultural professional discourse of their SGB and conceal their ‘true feelings’. Meanwhile, 
Cushion et al. (2017) adopted a Bourdieusian lens to analyse coach educators, finding that 
power undergirded practice and “coach educators had a vested interest in controlling and 
maintaining a particular body of knowledge” (p. 13). The authors reported that coach educators 
deified ‘practical experience’ founded in legitimate past experiences and reproduced existing 
coach education ideology and rhetoric that contributed and reinforced the anti-intellectual 
orthodoxy. These findings begin to show something of this complex role and context in which 
coach educators are both structured and structuring, however, more needs to be known before 
meaningful conclusions can be drawn to help develop the role. 
Coaching research has reported that a person’s biography “both structures and is 
structured by that person’s learning processes” (Christensen, 2014, p. 207; Bourdieu, 1977). It 
seems reasonable then that coach educators’ backgrounds and journeys will impact their views 
on coaching and the education of coaches (e.g. Brasil et al., 2017; Cushion et al, 2017). Indeed, 
this is evident from scholarship which has focused on coaches’ journeys, experiences and 
backgrounds and found these to have shaped their dispositions, beliefs and practice (e.g. 
Douglas, Vidic, Smith, & Stran, 2016; Gearity, Callary, & Fulmer, 2013; Hassanin & Light, 
2014; Jones et al., 2003; Jones, Armour, & Potrac, 2004). Such findings have led to scholars 
recommending that coach educators need to help coaches to reflect on their sociocultural 
experiences (Gearity et al., 2013; cf. Douglas et al., 2016); however, it remains unknown 
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whether coach educators are aware of this, able to do this, and whether they reflect on their 
own personal socio-cultural experiences. As such, in order to consider the coach educator and 
their role in coach education critically, emerging research indicates that it is vital for socio-
cultural and political factors to be acknowledged (e.g. Allanson, 2014, Allanson et al., 2019; 
Brasil et al., 2017; Cushion et al., 2017).  
Whilst little is known about coach educators’ dispositions regarding coach education, 
learning and coaching, Brasil et al.’s (2017) empirical study is a rare example of scholarship 
that considers coach educators’ journeys and biographies. The authors found that Brazilian 
coach educators were socialised across four key life phases in situated and socio-cultural 
contexts (e.g. family, surfers, coaches and developers). The strength of this research was the 
attention given to the coach educators’ journeys and learning pathways, positioning them 
centrally in empirical work. Similarly, research drawing on Bourdieu has called for “coach 
educators and researchers to acknowledge the conscious organisation of a coach’s habitus” 
(Griffiths & Armour, 2013, p. 686). Indeed, Griffiths and Armour’s (2013) findings signpost 
biography, Bourdieu, coaches and coach educators, and signify life journeys and experiences 
as important influences. Thus, Brasil and colleagues’ (2017) and Griffiths and Armour’s (2013) 
studies invite and support future research that sets out to investigate coach educators, their 
understandings, and the organisation and construction of their habitus. Equally, scholarship 
reminds us that coaching is not a constant throughout time as society is in flux and thus changes 
(Watts & Cushion, 2016), which clearly has implications for coach educators and coach 
education. Crucially, the relatively recent emergence of ‘coach educator’ focused enquiry (e.g. 
Allanson, 2014, Allanson et al., 2019; Brasil et al., 2017; Cushion et al., 2017) begins to allow 
us to hear their voices. However, despite this progress there remains an absence of higher levels 
of analysis, theoretical attention, and widespread exploration of the coach educator and coach 
developer workforce more broadly (see Callary & Gearity, 2019a, 2019b, 2020). This line of 
enquiry is important because coach educators’ backgrounds and journeys will shape their 
understandings and beliefs, and yet these remain under-researched. 
By definition, educators in all disciplines can be accepted as those who assist learners’ 
development and practice and both learning and practice can be “influenced by wider social, 
economic and political factors, which lie outside as well as inside the person and the learning 
situation” (Hodkinson, Biesta, & James, 2008, p. 28; cf. Bourdieu, 1977). Once again, this 
indicates the value of critical sociological inquiry and how such an approach enables 
researchers to explore why ideological, institutional and cultural constraints and conditions can 
have implications for the manifestation, reproduction and transmission of power and impact 
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beliefs, learning and practice (e.g. Blackett et al., 2015; Cushion et al., 2017; Cushion & Jones, 
2014; cf. Hodkinson et al., 2008, inter alia). Thus, understanding education and learning 
culturally and as a journey through time moves beyond a simplistic how can tutors teach better 
approach (Hodkinson et al., 2008), to one that considers the coach educator as being one piece 
of a complex culture (Hodkinson et al., 2008; cf. Allanson et al., 2019; Bourdieu, 1977; 
Coakley, 1994). Being a coach educator is a complex social practice (Cushion et al., 2017) and 
so matters of structure and agency are inescapable (cf. Allanson et al., 2019; Jones, 2011; Jones 
et al., 2011) in advancing our appreciation and knowledge. 
The much-needed attention towards coach educators has seen them begin to be viewed 
as learners themselves (see Armour, 2010, inter alia). In doing so, this perspective has resulted 
in scholars considering coach educators’ roles, skills, support and education (e.g. Abraham et 
al., 2013; Cushion & Nelson, 2013; Morgan, Jones, Gilbourne, & Llewellyn, 2013; Trudel, 
Culver, & Werthner, 2013). Indeed, the attention given to coach educators is welcome progress 
and an acknowledgement of their important roles in coach development. Despite this, however, 
scholars have rarely included coach educators in research to explore their experiences, 
understandings, and learning needs, or to appreciate the broader cultural (cf. Hodkinson et al., 
2008) and hierarchical expectations associated with their role and practice. Additionally, there 
has been a lack of coverage concerning coach educator training and individuals’ perceptions 
of this process. Equally, not enough is known about those who develop, certify and ‘educate’ 
coach educators (i.e. the cultural whole). New research should consider socio-cultural 
influences, be theoretically informed, and crucially, involve coach educators. Such scholarship 
would enable the field to understand and potentially address some of the reported limitations 
of coach educators and formal coach education, with a view to enhancing future provision and 
help to aid coach learners’ development and practice. In turn, this may well assist in facilitating 
better engagement in coach education and more positive and effective experiences for 
recipients of coaching at all levels. It remains problematic for the discipline that coaches do not 
value formal coach education experiences with coach educators and research which strives to 
understand this could help to not only enhance future provision but raise the status of the 
discipline. 
The aim of this research is to explore and develop our understanding of coach educators. 
Despite being accepted as important (Abraham et al. 2013; Callary & Gearity, 2019a, 2019b, 
2020; Cushion et al., 2017; McCullick et al., 2009), as highlighted above, very little is known 
about coach educators, and the limited findings we do have reveal they have little impact on 
coaches’ learning and practice (Mallet et al., 2016; Nash et al., 2016; Stodter & Cushion, 
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2014, 2017, 2019; Watts & Cushion, 2016). However, coach educators are in a position to 
influence coaches’ career opportunities, knowledge, practice and lives. There furthermore 
remains a paucity of research which has given coach educators a voice and their perspective 
within the coaching literature therefore remains largely unexplored. Evidently, greater 
awareness of coach educators’ backgrounds, experiences, practice, roles, realities and their 
understandings of coach education and coach learning are needed. This will help to appreciate 
how their journeys have contributed to their beliefs and provide greater insight into their work. 
Therefore, the purpose of this study was to provide an exploratory insight into coach educators 
across a range of sports and all levels of coach education in the UK. This was with a view to 
providing a more comprehensive and nuanced perspective of coach educators as people, their 
role, understandings, and their work.  
 
1.2 Statement of the problem 
In order to be certified as a coach and maintain and develop one’s coaching status, learner 
coaches in the UK typically must attend formal coach education programmes. Although 
coaching scholars have revealed increased interest in coach education, our understanding of 
the coach educator and related coach development roles is still limited. The discipline’s 
coverage, knowledge and understanding of coach educators and their roles remains under-
developed, fragmented and at times confused. Empirical research has rarely accessed, featured 
and explored coach educators through time or in any depth. Hence, the literature lacks the coach 
educator voice and an integrated and coherent understanding of them and their role. Research 
is required that generates findings to inform coach educators’ training, needs and support and 
which enhances our understanding of them, their experiences, their roles and realities, and 
ultimately their effectiveness in and contribution to coach education. Consequently, this 
research attempts to address these issues in the specific context of coach educators working in 
formal coach education in the UK. 
 
1.3 Research questions 
The following ‘exploratory’ research questions were established; sometimes exploratory 
questions are confused with descriptive questions but within this research context they aimed 
to create a ‘working understanding’ of a phenomenon (Atkinson, 2012). 
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Research question: 
- In the context of coach education in the UK, what are the backgrounds, experiences 
and understandings of selected coach educators? 
 
Sub questions: 
- With a given sample of coach educators, what are their perceptions and beliefs about 
coach learning and coach education?  
- With this sample, what are the coach educators’ perceptions of their own practice, 
roles and realities? 
 
1.4 Background of the researcher 
In providing and setting the context for this thesis, it is important to outline my own journey 
and why I have undertaken this research (cf. Gill, 2011; Patton, 2002, 2015). As a former 
recipient of coaching, my athletic experiences (cf. Cushion et al., 2003; Hassanin & Light, 
2014; Sage, 1989, inter alia) formed the beginnings of a longstanding relationship and 
engagement in sport and coaching in the UK and overseas. I have engaged with SGB coach 
educators in coach education and CPD provision over three decades. At the same time, I have 
amassed twenty-five years of experience as a certified coach and have practised in 
participation, development, performance and disability contexts. I currently practise as a 
volunteer children’s coach. 
Both of my parents were interested in sport and were extremely supportive of my 
participation in sport. Towards the end of my secondary school years students had to undertake 
a ‘work experience’ placement and I spent time in my former primary school supporting 
children in classroom and sporting activities. This was when I delivered my first ‘coaching’ 
session as an unqualified fifteen-year-old. I can still remember how badly it went (cf. Jones & 
Turner, 2006). During my secondary school and further education experiences in the 1990s my 
‘academic’ interest with sport and coaching was initially fuelled by Beashel and Taylor’s 
(1992, 1996) sport and physical education (PE) textbooks. My first experience with formal 
coach education was as an eighteen-year-old professional trainee footballer in 1994, when it 
was mandatory for contracted players to undertake the English Football Association’s (FA) 
preliminary coaching qualification. Injuries and ultimately rejection led to me considering an 
alternative career and I graduated from Brunel University in 2001 with a BSc (Hons) degree in 
Sport Sciences. It was during this period as an undergraduate student that I became interested 
in the sociology of sport (e.g. Coakley, 1994, 2001; Jones & Armour, 2000, inter alia) and 
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coaching research (e.g. Abraham & Collins, 1998; Saury & Durand, 1998). As such, this 
scholarly work resonated with me and started to influence and challenge my thinking. 
From here, I received a scholarship from Brunel University and gained a MSc degree 
in Sport Coaching in 2003. This, combined with undertaking a postgraduate certificate in 
education (PGCE) in 2006, made me realise that I had practised as a coach for many years 
lacking pedagogical knowledge and self-awareness. Despite this, I considered myself to be a 
‘good’ coach. Whilst the school-based ‘director of sport’ roles, professional coaching roles and 
the accolades I received suggested I was ‘competent’, crucially, I did not fully appreciate the 
need to improve. I suppose I thought I had ‘arrived’ as opposed to ‘becoming’ (cf. Dewey, 
1958; Hodkinson et al., 2008) and was stagnating, feeling I had reached “a point in my life 
where I needed something more” (Wellington & Sikes, 2006, p. 728). I became a teaching 
fellow at Loughborough University in 2013. Although I continue to value my situated and 
contextual experiences, I believe that tertiary education and some notable scholars have 
enabled me to reflect, be reflexive and develop my practice.  
 
1.5 Structure of the thesis 
Following this introduction, chapter two reviews a range of literature relevant to this research. 
Chapter three outlines the methodology and the methods employed to conduct and generate the 
data from the study. Chapters four and five introduce and present the descriptive findings and 
analysis and then chapter six considers these through the theoretical lens of Pierre Bourdieu. 
Chapter seven concludes the thesis and outlines the contribution this research has made to the 
coaching literature. It also acknowledges the study’s limitations and reflects on the implications 
of the work for future research and practice.     
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Chapter Two 
Literature Review 
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2.1 Introduction 
The purpose of this research was to explore coach educators as people, their journeys, 
experiences, practice, roles, realities and their understandings and perceptions of coach 
learning and coach education. However, due to the paucity of empirical research on and with 
coach educators, reviewing the literature proved challenging. For example, very few peer-
reviewed empirical papers in this chapter feature ‘coach educators’ and ‘coach developers’ in 
their titles. Therefore, consideration was afforded to a range of research and publications that 
have featured coach educators, coach education and coach learning. In addition, some 
consideration was given to educators working in the alternative but related pedagogical field 
of physical education teacher education (PETE) and teacher education more broadly. A 
‘traditional’ approach (e.g. Pitney & Parker, 2009) to the literature review was adopted that 
served to reveal the context and rationale for the thesis. Accordingly, the review process 
included identifying and establishing what was known about coach educators, the related 
theoretical/conceptual frameworks, as well as the gaps in knowledge and recommendations for 
future research (e.g. Sparkes & Smith, 2014). 
The literature review is presented in two parts in a chronological and thematic structure 
respectively. The following categories are considered in part one: 1) ‘The coach educator’; 2) 
‘Coach education and the coach educator’; 3) ‘Physical education teacher educators and teacher 
education’; and 4) ‘Biography – journeys and experiences’. In part two, there is a ‘Sociology, 
social theory and coaching’ focus with an introduction to Pierre Bourdieu accompanied by an 
overview of his constructs that feature throughout the study. Some scholarship does not neatly 
‘fit’ into a specific category, but the generic structure aimed to facilitate understanding and 
clarity of the research context (see Appendix A). An integral feature of the review is the 
emphases scholars have afforded to sociological and biographical research, as sport coaching 
is social, cultural, political and pedagogical (e.g. Abraham & Collins, 2011; Jones, Armour, & 
Potrac, 2002; Lyle & Cushion, 2017; Potrac, Jones, & Armour, 2002). 
Rather than delving immediately into the last two decades of research, the review 
briefly considers the history of coach education. Essentially, without coach education, coach 
educators would not exist. Scholarly attention concerning the origins of coach education is 
scarce, but in the UK ‘coach educators’ have delivered ‘coaching courses’ for the English 
Football Association (FA) since the 1930s (Barber, 2008: in Robinson, 2010). From here, 
formal coach education programmes started to appear in the 1950s and 1960s (see Lyle, 2002). 
Sport coaching then started to receive scholarly attention in the 1970s in the United States of 
America (USA) when personality types, leadership and behaviours (all non-sporting) were 
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explored and coach behaviour research in sports coaching contexts commenced (e.g. Tharp & 
Gallimore, 1976, inter alia). Interest in coaching grew further in the 1980s (see Lyle, 1986, 
inter alia) and a National Coaching Foundation was established in Great Britain and global 
coach development research started to increase (e.g. Abraham & Collins, 1998; Douge & 
Hastie, 1993; Jones, 1992).  
Early research efforts typically omitted the coach educator but reported the programmes 
they delivered were overly focussed on sport-specific information and sports science. 
Additionally, scholars raised concerns about coach education suggesting programmes viewed 
the coach as a technician in the coaching process and overlooked athletes as human beings (see 
Coakley, 1994, 2001; Jones, 2000; Potrac, Brewer, Jones, Armour, & Hoff, 2000; Potrac et al., 
2002). Subsequently, research began to embrace the pedagogical, sociological and cultural 
complexities of coaching and coach learning (e.g. Cushion, 2001; Cushion et al., 2003; Gilbert 
& Trudel, 2004; Jones, 2007). Whilst the coach educator remained absent this represented an 
epistemological change from one hitherto simply viewing coaching and learning as 
unproblematic, linear and transferable (see Cushion, 2007, inter alia). Coaching scholars 
started to suggest that coaching needed to be treated more professionally and be 
‘intellectualised’ (e.g. Jones, 2000; Jones & Turner, 2006; Lyle, 1986, 2002), leading to coach 
education developing into (and remaining) a “very hot topic” (Cassidy et al. 2006, p. 145). 
Accordingly, global investment, research and moves towards professionalising sports 
coaching, and the development of an educated and skilled workforce, started to gain traction 
(e.g. North, 2010; Taylor & Garratt, 2013, inter alia).  
More recent research endeavours feature coach development as an emerging and 
topical area of empirical investigation (e.g. Mallet et al., 2016; Nash, Sproule, & Horton, 
2016; Stodter & Cushion, 2014, 2017; Watts & Cushion, 2016, inter alia). Crucially, these 
studies reveal that coach educators have little impact on coaches’ learning and practice (see 
also Lyle & Cushion, 2017, inter alia). Moreover, the underlying assumptions and evidence 
supporting formal programmes that coach educators deliver are lacking (e.g. Cushion et al., 
2010; Gilbert, Gallimore, & Trudel, 2009; McCullick et al., 2009). Consequently, this 
highlights that attention to coach educators (and what constitutes effective coach education) 
in empirical research is required.  
This review now moves onto research that has positioned the coach educator as the 
main topic of inquiry. As outlined in chapter one, although there can be some ambiguity and 
overlap between coach development roles, this study positions ‘coach educators’ (tutors) as the 
‘deliverers’ of coach education and CPD (ICCE, 2014; McQuade & Nash, 2015). 
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2.2 The coach educator 
There is historical consensus that formal provision delivered by skilled coach educators is 
crucial for effective coach development (e.g. Abraham & Collins, 1998, 2011; Abraham et al., 
2013; Armour, 2010; Cushion et al., 2017; Hussain et al., 2012; Jones, 2000; Lyle, 1986, 2002, 
2018, inter alia). The following content considers scholars’ efforts that have positioned the 
coach educator (and/or the coach developer in some cases) as their core focus and is presented 
in chronological order.  
North (2010) conducted a qualitative study on a novel initiative with ‘coach 
development officers' (CDOs) in England who provided one-to-one support and access to 
workshop and mentoring opportunities for coaches. The author alluded to significant (but in 
this case, a ‘one-off’) government investment that enabled forty-five CDOs to support forty-
six coaches. The author also provided some contextual background on UKCC framework (see 
DCMS, 2002) that was designed to move away from tactical and technical emphases to enhance 
pedagogical and critical thinking in coach education. The data from forty-six semi-structured 
interviews were analysed qualitatively and quantitatively. The CDOs were reported to have a 
‘very positive’ impact on the coaches and facilitated positive relationships and learning 
opportunities. The author acknowledged the limitations of the research being based on a limited 
number of coaches’ perceptions (on pre-determined questions by the governing body) and a 
lack of insight afforded to the CDOs competencies. North (2010) also commented that “there 
was no evidence they [CDOs] were provided training on how coaches learn” (p. 253). The 
study lacked theoretical attention, but North (2010) raises an important point about the practical 
and financial challenges coach development faces. However, despite receiving ‘significant’ 
government investment, this intervention resulted in very few coaches receiving support and 
no details of the CDOs were offered.  
Robinson (2010) presented a book chapter on coach education that featured a short case 
study of a senior Hockey England coach educator (Mark). Although we do not hear from the 
coach educator ‘in-person’, the author offered an overview of Mark’s beliefs around tutoring 
and coach education, commenting that “when tutoring Mark is conscious that he must cater for 
all individuals’ needs, which at times can be problematic because some information that he 
provides is additional to the curriculum” (Robinson, 2010, pp. 172-173). Mark perceived that 
post-certification support was critical and conceded that coach education had become 
expensive but felt ‘quality costs’. It was also proposed that coach educators go through 
‘rigorous training’ and development processes in their ‘robust’ and ‘quality assured’ pathway. 
To deliver a level one coaching award coach educators had to be a level two coach and: a) 
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attend a ‘safeguarding and protection course’; b) have a valid first aid certificate; c) attend an 
annual generic tutor assessor training event and certificate in tutoring sport workshop; d) 
deliver a minimum of one course per year, and; e) attend a minimum of two CPD events and 
an annual regional technique and/or tactics workshop. From this, it was concluded that “the 
quality of coach education is thereby raised and robust” (Robinson, 2010, p. 172). This list of 
requirements appears quite superficial and reinforces why empirical investigations are needed.  
One of the first empirical papers to feature the coach developer centrally was published 
by Hussain et al. (2012). The authors conducted narrative analysis on a series of interviews to 
explore biographical and philosophical considerations of ‘Triathlon Canada’s’ former High-
Performance Director, who had designed a novel coach education programme for the sport. 
The male coach developer was a sports psychology consultant and university lecturer with 
extensive vocational and contextual experience in triathlon and had not been influenced by 
coach educators during his own coaching journey. He drew on work on business education and 
management and believed it was important for coach education programmes to consider 
pedagogy and individual learning styles, learners’ contexts and biographies. Socio-political 
challenges were encountered and included resistance from the performance culture, 
bureaucracy, audit and coach learners’ reluctance to change. The authors acknowledged the 
limitations of focussing on one coach developer and suggested that coach education may 
benefit from a more bespoke ‘sport-by-sport’ approach. Although the data were not analysed 
theoretically, the study gives voice to the coach developer and poses some interesting issues 
around biography, culture, power and structure and agency.  
A further study by Abraham et al. (2013) accessed fifteen coach developers in football 
and aimed “to understand the work of coach developers in the development of coaches” 
(Abraham et al., 2013, p. 175) in the UK. Five coach educators (four male and one female) 
were observed delivering ‘scripted’ methods and field notes were taken. The data were 
inductively and deductively analysed and presented as ‘cognitive demands tables’ based on 
classical decision making (CDM) and naturalistic decision making (NDM) concepts (see 
Abraham, Collins, & Martindale, 2006; Abraham, Collins, Morgan, & Muir, 2009). The 
assumption was that coach educators had high levels of agency in their practice and their 
actions and behaviours were underpinned by cognitive judgement and independent decision-
making processes. Based on this underpinning concept, it was asserted that, “ultimately, 
improving a professional’s ability to make and reflect on professional judgments is the overall 
goal of professional development” (Abraham et al., 2013, p. 176, emphases added). ‘Expert 
coach developers’ were tentatively defined through skills, knowledge and behaviours through 
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six domains: context, coach, adult learning, curriculum, self and process and practice. Critical 
inquiry into the content and curricula were omissions in this research, as were the coach 
developers’ and coach educators’ backgrounds and voices. Furthermore, socio-cultural 
implications, pedagogical, relational dynamics and micro-political areas were not explored. 
Nevertheless, this appears to be the first empirical research to have raised awareness of the “ill-
defined role of the ‘coach educator’” (Abraham et al., 2013, p. 175), and that “there is currently 
little understanding of what people in these roles do and, therefore, what their professional 
needs are” (Abraham et al., 2013, p. 175). 
McQuade and Nash’s (2015) position paper offered a “critical discussion on the role of 
the coach developer” (p. 346) in the UK. The authors suggested that coach education had 
historically focused on delivering a ‘top-down’ approach (cf. Côté, 2006) that lacked focus on 
coaches’ learning. With a view to informing and assisting in “cultivating quality coach 
developers” (McQuade & Nash, 2015, p. 339) the authors declared the ‘coach developer’ to be 
“an all-embracing term” (see ICCE, 2014) consisting of: 1) “Leader, 2) Facilitator [tutor], 3) 
Mentor, 4) Assessor, and 5) Course Designer and Evaluator” (McQuade & Nash, 2015, p. 339).  
The paper presents a rare and useful insight into coach development and generally paints a 
positive picture of progress in coach education. However, some of the guidance and 
assumptions underpinning the authors’ advice for those in coach development roles warrants 
greater critical attention. For example, the authors recommended that coach developers’ 
resources should provide guidance on how to “assess that specific piece of learning” and “cater 
for all learning preferences” (McQuade & Nash, 2015, p. 344). Further recommendations 
included “during micro-coaching practice sessions are coach developers reminded to 
encourage coaches to ‘act as players, think like coaches’” (McQuade & Nash, 2015, p. 344). 
Likewise, the guidance on whether assessment task instructions are being offered “in coach 
friendly language” (McQuade & Nash, 2015, p. 345) is confusing. Nonetheless, the authors 
emphasise that progress in coach developers’ formal training has been effective and that 
“forward-thinking organisations are now looking at how they can best support the growth of 
coach developer skills sets from competent to excellent” (McQuade & Nash, 2015, p. 346). 
However, this contribution perhaps reveals some questionable assumptions concerning the 
nature of learning, the formal training of the coach development workforce, tutors’ practice 
and the evidence supporting these methods. 
Horgan and Daly (2015) presented a commentary to McQuade and Nash’s (2015) paper 
and separated coach development roles into coach developers and coach educators. The authors 
had forty years of combined experience in coach development and were employed by the 
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Gaelic Athletic Association (GAA). They reported that “the coach educator’s own experience 
and biography will influence how they interact with both the material and the learner coaches” 
(Horgan & Daly, 2015, p. 355). The authors referred to Jones and Santos’ (2011) research 
concerning ‘credibility’ and the ‘presentation of authentic self’ as being vital for coaches (cf. 
Potrac et al., 2002) and coach educators. Horgan and Daly (2015) had devised a coach 
developer programme for the GAA, and although in its infancy, it was said to derive from 
empirical research and concentrated on three core areas: critical thinking, collaboration and 
creativity. From their experiences they felt coach educators faced difficulties when they were 
not involved with coach developers during programme design. The authors also questioned the 
capabilities of programme designers (coach developers) and apportioned criticism, perhaps 
controversially, towards tertiary education for this situation. Crucially, some interesting issues 
were raised around coach educators’ backgrounds, coach educators’ ‘involvement’ in 
programme design and the education of programme designers (coach developers). Coaching 
research has yet to fully investigate and understand these areas. 
Developments in coach learning have resulted in some theoretical attention being paid 
to coach development roles (e.g. Nelson, Potrac, Groom, & Maskrey, 2016a; Rowley & Lester, 
2016; Taylor & Collins, 2016). Whilst they were part of a broader pedagogical focus (see 
Nelson, Potrac, & Groom, 2016b), three (short) book commentaries were presented from a 
female coach educator in netball (e.g. Nelson et al., 2016a,) and male coach educators in 
adventure sports (e.g. Taylor & Collins, 2016) and football (e.g. Rowley & Lester, 2016). These 
accounts considered the educators’ backgrounds, roles, practice and comprise of practical and 
rare theoretical appreciation. Nelson et al. (2016a) incorporated the work of critical theorist 
Paulo Freire because of his critical, dialogical, transformative and creative approach to 
pedagogy. Freire’s work embraced a dialectical ontology, advising us to be aware of, and to 
resist, oppression and docility through teaching ideologies. Similarly, Taylor and Collins’ 
(2016) commentary drew on the scholarship of another critical theorist, Jack Mezirow, who 
advocated transformative learning, valuing critical reflection and critical discourse. 
Meanwhile, Rowley and Lester (2016) referred to humanist Carl Rogers who considered 
learning through a person-centred approach. Reflecting on their role and practice, the coach 
educators expressed concerns towards the formal provision they delivered. Programme content 
and the prescriptive and reductionist pedagogies conflicted with their beliefs, and they felt 
coach education was coach-centred and stifled creativity (Nelson et al., 2016a; Rowley & 
Lester, 2016). The reality of practising as a coach educator was expressed as ‘dehumanisation’ 
and this was said to filter through to coach learners (Nelson et al., 2016a). They further 
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recognised that the prescriptive methods employed in practice failed to facilitate educative 
experiences embracing criticality, liberation and democracy. Consequently, there was conflict 
and views that learning should be considered contextually, but, as others have mooted (e.g. 
Allanson, 2014), within political constraints. Commentary also alluded to coach educators’ 
limited job security, verbal parsimony and their frustrations and inability to change things 
(Nelson et al., 2016a). Challenging the orthodoxy and hierarchy (SGB) remained unlikely, 
resulting in a continuation of the “tried and tested procedures of old” (Taylor & Collins, 2016, 
p. 159), and the coach educators’ voices offer an alternative view to McQuade and Nash’s 
(2015) position. 
Empirical research by Cushion et al. (2017) with four male coach educators from one 
sport in the UK (sport not documented) explored their practice and experiences. The coach 
educators were part of their SGB’s ‘new approach’ to coach education that placed them in 
coach learners’ personal coaching contexts. The research adopted a Bourdieusian lens to 
consider the socio-cultural implications of being a coach educator and explored their social 
realities. Using a case study approach the data were collected using semi-structured interviews 
(collecting personal narratives), focus groups, participant observations and analysed 
thematically in three phases over twelve months. The findings centred on coach educators’ 
perceptions of the relational aspects and personal interactions experienced with their 
organisation’s staff (academy directors and coaches). The authors’ highlighted that coach 
educators’ practice was social and embodied, and the perceived success of the coach educators 
was linked to power. The findings also revealed the pervasive socio-cultural and political nature 
of this professional sport and offered insight into the realities faced by the coach educators. 
Cushion et al. (2017) interpreted that each ‘club’ (‘field’) was a field of struggles and coach 
educators’ identities (cf. Nelson et al., 2013; Watts & Cushion, 2016) were deemed to be 
important. In terms of the coach educators aligning with coaching practice ideology and 
rhetoric, the authors found that “coach educators had a vested interest in controlling and 
maintaining a particular body of knowledge” (Cushion et al., 2017, p. 13) in that they deified 
‘practical experience’ founded in legitimate past experiences that isolated them from research 
and theory. The coach educators were said to value their symbolic capital and were not 
reflexive which contributed and led to the production and reproduction of orthodox coach 
education ideologies and discourses, resulting in a reinforced anti-intellectual culture. Given 
the coach educators were operating at a high level of coach education within a professional 
coaching context, this was an interesting finding. Greater empirical and theoretical research 
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with coach educators is clearly needed to shed light on why coach educators behaved and 
practiced in this way.  
Brasil et al.’s (2017) empirical research focussed on five (three male and two female) 
coach ‘developers’ working in surfing and produced some of the first evidence of their learning 
pathways. The authors acknowledged that the participants could also be interpreted as ‘coach 
educators’ (cf. ICCE, 2014). The rationale for this research was underpinned by concerns in 
Brazil towards the quality of both tertiary and SGB coach education and the need to expand 
the coach developer workforce. The authors also alluded to the importance of the role but that 
it has attracted a lack of research, commenting that “only a small number of studies have 
focused on these individuals” (Brasil et al., 2017, p. 2). These studies have featured in the 
present review chapter (e.g. Abraham et al. 2013; McQuade & Nash, 2015; North, 2010). 
Unlike in the UK, those wishing to become accredited coaches in Brazil must have a degree in 
physical education (Brasil et al., 2017). The data from the five semi-structured interviews were 
analysed thematically through an inductive process and findings highlighted that the Brazilian 
coach developers were socialised across four life phases (e.g. family, surfers, coaches and 
developers) in situated and socio-cultural contexts. They also enhanced their knowledge and 
pedagogical abilities by practicing as coaches overseas in different cultures and through 
learning in contrasting surfing contexts. Three of the coach developers highlighted the need for 
a ‘proper qualification’ to aid their effectiveness in the role and they felt a collective sense of 
social responsibility to promote the sport and help coaches. One of the coach developers 
particularly valued the importance of the ‘pedagogical knowledge’ she had acquired in tertiary 
education. The authors recommended that future research endeavours should study coach 
educators’ pathways in other countries and other sports. They also acknowledged the 
limitations of their study in not conducting multiple interviews with each coach developer, the 
difficulties encountered in accessing their sample, and that they only managed to interview five 
coach developers in one sport. A strength of this research was its ability to give voice to the 
person, describe the coach developers’ learning pathways and gain an insight into their 
knowledge and beliefs. Conversely, the findings lacked in-depth theoretical appreciation and 
therefore offered a relatively descriptive and agentic perspective. To better understand coach 
developers’ journeys through time, empirical research needs to consider structure and agency 
and greater theoretical attention (cf. Jones, 2011, inter alia). 
A book commentary by Cope and Lowe (2018) considered the role, education, 
knowledge and skills of a coach educator in football. The authors supported previous research 
calling for coaching (e.g. Jones & Turner, 2006, inter alia) and coach education (e.g. Nelson 
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et al, 2016a, inter alia) to become more intellectualised, and in agreement with McQuade and 
Nash (2015), felt progress was being made. In fact, they claimed “criticisms previously levelled 
at NGB courses are, perhaps, no longer valid in some cases” (Cope & Lowe, 2018, p. 182). 
Further, the authors commented on a move away from behaviourist to constructivist informed 
approaches and emphasised the importance of learning away from the sport (including tertiary 
education), thinking critically and the importance of self-awareness. Reflecting on his journey 
within the book chapter, the coach educator (who was the second author) commented, “there 
was some tutor training involved” but “this was minimal” (Cope & Lowe, 2018, p. 183), and 
he was also critical of his own abilities and the programmes he delivered during initial periods 
in the role. From this account, the importance of exploring the alleged shortcomings of tutor 
training, coach educators’ knowledge and use of pedagogy becomes apparent. In 
acknowledging biography and socio-cultural complexities, the authors also referred to 
Bourdieu’s work to declare that dominant discourses contribute to cultural reproduction as 
beliefs are constrained by agents’ journeys through their social worlds. However, in agreement 
with previous work in this section (e.g. Hussain et al., 2012, inter alia), Cope and Lowe (2018) 
added that coach educators’ learning beliefs will determine how they structure the learning 
environment. Yet, this assertion assumes that coach educators have freedom in their practice 
and conflicts with other findings (e.g. Allanson, 2014; Nelson et al., 2016a; Rowley & Lester, 
2016; Taylor & Collins, 2016). Accordingly, future research needs to explore this.  
Drawing on Allanson’s (2014) earlier research, coach educators’ voices and realities 
were an integral part of Allanson et al.’s (2019) empirical research in football. The researchers 
investigated four male coach educators’ workplace experiences at the English FA through in-
depth semi-structured interviews and a narrative and biographical approach (see Kelchtermans, 
2009). The rationale for the research centred on there being a gap in the literature around how 
coach educators understand and respond to the everyday realities, challenges and dilemmas of 
their workplace and practice. Insight into coach educators’ understandings of social 
interactions with key contextual stakeholders in their SGB, including line managers, colleagues 
and coach learners were provided. Theoretical frameworks informing the research included 
Kelchtermans’ (1996, 2005, 2011) micro-political framework and Goffman’s (1959, 1963) 
dramaturgical theory. The findings revealed coach educators’ reasoning as to ‘why’ they 
behaved, interacted, felt and thought as they did, and how they explained their roles and 
practice to be socially complex. The participants expressed fear and reported that they needed 
to be seen to comply with the FA’s coach education discourse to maintain and protect their 
positions and futures. Consequently, they guarded and advanced their own interests and 
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reputations via their interactions with line-managers, colleagues and coach learners and sought 
positive feedback and evaluations from these parties with a view to sustaining future 
employment and accelerating their careers and reputations. It was felt that failure to do this 
would result in them feeling vulnerable. The coach educators therefore attempted to create and 
maintain the ‘right’ image of themselves in their day-to-work practices and interactions and 
concealed their ‘true feelings’. This drew the authors to conclude that coach educators engage 
in what Goffman (1959) termed ‘impression management’ and exude micropolitical literacy 
(Allanson, 2014; Allanson et al., 2019). These findings highlighted the social complexities of 
coach education and the reality of coach educators’ workplaces and struggles. Whilst this study 
was novel and provided a useful micro-political insight into four coach educators in one sport 
(and therefore one SGB), future research arguably needs to consider broader issues and a 
greater range of the coach educator workforce. 
In their editorial for the International Sport Coaching Journal’s special issue on coach 
developers and coach education, Callary and Gearity (2019a, p. 261) commented that despite 
the paucity of research in this area, “the interest in coach developers is at an all-time high.” 
Acknowledging, the area as ‘topical’, the authors highlighted the need to understand coach 
developers and their lived experiences, as well as to improve the preparation process for the 
role. Callary and Gearity (2019b) also contributed a ‘short article’ to the special issue which 
provided a tentative insight into the coach developer landscape across Africa, South America, 
Europe, Asia and Oceania.  The piece focussed on three short questions the authors posed to 
eight coach developers from different countries concerning their experiences, realities and 
perceptions of coach education. Callary and Gearity (2019b) drew on these ‘voices from the 
field’ to illustrate how coaching systems and outlooks on coach development vary from country 
to country. Interesting points raised in the article included: the neglection of children and youth 
development in favour of prioritising performance sport and the need for tertiary education 
involvement in creating qualifications and educational programmes for coach developers 
(South Africa); and the lack of an established coaching and coach development infrastructure 
and investment (Paraguay, Bhutan, and Lesotho). Furthermore, issues relating to the coach and 
coach developer role were highlighted in Italy and Portugal.  For example, that the two are 
often the same and there is a need to distinguish between them and recognise the latter (Italy), 
that there is a need to formalise the coach developer role and develop the role as a profession 
(Portugal). Additionally, and across countries, funding for coach development was raised as an 
issue as was the need for a greater focus on the development of coaches’ pedagogical 
knowledge. Albeit a tentative insight, Callary and Gearity (2019b) manage to provide some 
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coverage of the coach developer landscape across Africa, South America, Europe, Asia and 
Oceania.  
 Also within the special issue, Walsh and Carson (2019) wrote an ‘insight paper’ 
centring on pedagogical practice in novice coach education to aid coach developers’ practice. 
The authors borrowed Shulman’s (2005) notion of ‘signature pedagogies’ in teaching in 
helping to prepare future practitioners, an understanding of which helps to scaffold the 
discipline’s habits of: ‘head’ (content), ‘hand’ (skills), and ‘heart’ (values) (Shulman, 2005). 
Walsh and Carson (2019) argue that coach developers’ pedagogical delivery of formal coach 
education can fail to distil discipline habits for novice coach learners and the pedagogical 
methods may depend on who delivers the material. The authors go on to contend that formal 
education in coaching is not valued like formal education in other professions, and that a 
“signature pedagogy lens offers the discipline a language and way of interpreting how habits 
of mind, hand and heart play out in novice coach preparation and the education of coach 
developers” (Walsh & Carson, 2019, p. 352). The authors conclude that “to further expand 
understanding of current and prospective future pedagogical habits” (Walsh & Carson, 2019, 
p. 352) ongoing critique is essential. The pedagogies used by coach developers (coach 
educators), and coach developers’ (coach educators’) understandings and perceptions of such 
pedagogies remain under-researched, but the following research begins to shed some light on 
them. 
Stodter and Cushion (2019) explored three full-time English male coach developers’ 
(in one sport, but not documented) understanding of learning, their developer education (three 
days of generic coach developer training) and observed their delivery. Their study was linked 
to earlier work (Stodter, 2014, Stodter & Cushion, 2014, 2017) and data were collected through 
unstructured interviews and participant observations. The authors also drew on Shulman’s 
(2005) work on separating signature pedagogies into three dimensions (i.e., surface structure, 
deep structure, and implicit structure). Surface structures relate to teaching and learning acts 
(e.g. demonstrating, questioning and interacting), deep structures reflect and represent the 
assumptions of the most effective way to impart knowledge and know how (Shulman, 2005; 
Stodter & Cushion, 2019), whilst implicit structure comprises of beliefs concerning attitudes, 
values and dispositions (Shulman, 2005; Stodter & Cushion, 2019). From their observations 
and interviews, the authors found that coach developers experienced challenges implementing 
‘learner centred’ learning principles which resulted in coach learners sensing confusion and 
contradiction. It was also reported that coach developers were adjudged to use “implicit 
‘practice-theories’, based on participants’ experiences as coaches and coach developers” 
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(Stodter & Cushion, 2019, p. 307). The authors concluded that coach educators’ development, 
training and preparation are under-researched but “crucial in maximising developers’ 
effectiveness in practice” (Stodter & Cushion, 2019, p. 313). 
 
Summary 
This section of the review has considered content on coach educators and has included some 
coverage of coach developers. It is clear there is a lack of research on and with coach educators 
in the literature. Despite there being promising reports that progress is being made (e.g. Callary 
& Gearity, 2019a; Cope & Lowe, 2018; McQuade & Nash, 2015; North, 2010; Robinson, 
2010), it is apparent that greater empirical, critical and theoretical attention is needed to further 
develop recent work (e.g. Allanson et al., 2019; Callary & Gearity, 2019b, 2020; Stodter & 
Cushion, 2019; Walsh & Carson, 2019). Typically, empirical studies with coach educators 
feature one sport with few participants (e.g. (e.g. Abraham et al., 2013; Allanson et al., 2019; 
Cushion et al., 2017; Hussain et al., 2012; Stodter & Cushion, 2019). Nonetheless, despite the 
lack of historical attention, it seems as though the importance of coach educators in empirical 
research is becoming more topical (e.g. Brasil et al., 2017; Cushion et al., 2017). Coverage has 
also started to feature the realities, socio-cultural complexities and relational challenges that 
coach educators can face (e.g. Allanson, 2014, Allanson et al., 2019). Indeed, some coach 
educators have revealed how they operate under constraints, feel vulnerable, recognise 
limitations with the provision they deliver and are unhappy with how they are required to 
practise (e.g. Nelson et al., 2016a; Taylor & Collins, 2016). Furthermore, difficulties associated 
with coach educators’ lack of involvement in programme design have been highlighted (e.g. 
Horgan & Daly, 2015).  
Notwithstanding the above, and despite their importance to the education of coaches, 
very little is known about coach educators as people, or of their experiences, journeys, practice, 
roles, realities and their perceptions of coach learning and coach education. In fact, coach 
educators’ voices seldom feature in empirical studies. Thereby, large spaces, as opposed to 
‘gaps’ in the literature, still exist. As coach educators practise in formal coach education 
contexts (SGBs), the next section of the review considers the literature pertaining to this. While 
the coach educator is not the sole focus of their research, a broader understanding of the 
contexts within which they work is needed and offered. 
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2.3 Coach education and the coach educator  
An early position paper by Abraham and Collins (1998) focussed on examining and extending 
coach development research. The authors posed some interesting questions to NGBs and coach 
educators that remain pertinent. For example, it was over twenty years ago that they commented 
on the problematic approach of coach education and coach educators who “taught the ‘gold 
standard’ of coaching” (Abraham & Collins, 1998, p. 71). The authors drew on assumptions 
from empirical research in cognitive and educational psychology suggesting expertise is 
associated with greater declarative and procedural knowledge and organisation of this 
knowledge. Through discussions with coach educators and NGB directors in the UK and the 
USA, it was revealed “that the experiential process has been used because it is intuitively 
appealing and ‘obviously the right approach’. After all, people learn best by doing, so get them 
in there doing it!” (Abraham & Collins, 1998, p. 71). The authors questioned this belief and 
instead called for coach educators to “explicitly challenge candidates to rationalize, and 
critically reflect on, the particular blend of coaching tools that have been used” (Abraham & 
Collins, 1998, p. 72). The paper raised awareness of coach education and despite lacking a 
socio-cultural and political view of the complexity of learning (cf. Hodkinson et al., 2008; 
Light, 2008), the authors challenged scholars to produce ‘demonstrable’ findings for coach 
educators and to improve coach development. More than twenty years later it is clear that the 
study’s findings remain topical.  
McCullick et al.’s (2005) study appears to be the earliest empirical work investigating 
educators’ and coaches’ perceptions of a formal coach education programme. The authors 
explored ‘what works in certification programs’ with twenty-six candidates on the ‘Ladies 
Professional Golf Association’s National Education Program’ (USA: LPGA-NEP), and five 
teacher (coach) educators (all participants were female). Following a ten-day programme 
candidates and educators were interviewed together in groups and their perceptions were 
sought on: the candidates’ acceptance of the programme, the successes of each day and what 
could have been done differently. Interview journals and field notes were inductively analysed. 
Learners reported that they perceived the programme and educators positively and that a 
learning focus of ‘how’ to do things, as opposed to ‘what’ to do, enabled them to enjoy a 
‘comfortable’ and interactive environment. Candidates also reported they felt confident asking 
questions to the educators, and this, combined with the perception that the educators ‘got to 
know’ the learners, was said to aid the learner-educator relationship. Learners and educators 
also reported the importance of pedagogical research being used and integrated with the subject 
matter content. The authors offered an interesting insight to both the coaches’ and educators’ 
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perceptions of the programme and raised awareness of the educator in the literature. Whilst 
details of the educators’ backgrounds and their understanding of coach development and 
learning did not feature in the study, their voices were heard. However, one-on-one interviews 
may have elicited richer and nuanced data (cf. Purdy, 2014) and a latent analysis may have 
developed the descriptive findings further. 
A year later, Nash and Collins’ (2006) position paper on knowledge and expertise in 
coaching also considered the recruitment and requirements of coach educators. The authors 
suggested that research considering expert coaches’ development should be applied to coach 
education and they placed coaches into three main categories: tacit, automatic and parrots. They 
proposed that tacit and parrot coaches would be ineffective as coach educators as neither can 
explain their decisions but declared that many programmes develop parrots “as the evaluation 
criteria require mimicry of the course tutor, without any recourse to independent thought” 
(Nash & Collins, 2006, p. 474). In contrast, the authors felt coaches who display ‘automaticity’ 
when coaching would make better coach educators, as they “display attributes associated with 
expertise in their domain, combined with sufficient practice in their field” (Nash & Collins, 
2006, p. 474). This was an original contribution to the literature and raised some key questions 
around how coach educators were recruited and what skills they should possess. Despite 
considering the ‘types’ of coach educators for coach education, Nash and Collins (2006) 
perhaps failed to acknowledge the broader curricula, pedagogical, hierarchical, structural and 
role constraints coach educators can face (cf. Allanson, 2014). For example, if a programme’s 
methods and content are ineffective and in conflict with coach learners’ needs, then coach 
educators’ impact will be limited. Nevertheless, Nash and Collins’ (2006) contribution posed 
important questions around the recruitment, attributes and capabilities of those performing the 
coach educator role. Despite some attention (e.g. Abraham et al., 2013; Horgan & Daly, 2015) 
this area is relevant but under-researched. 
Schlesinger and Weigelt-Schlesinger (2012) conducted an empirical study investigating 
gender stereotypes as barriers and discrimination experienced by female soccer coaches from 
male coach educators during coach education attendance. Twenty-seven interviews were 
conducted with individuals who occupied positions in a regional soccer association of the 
German Football Association (DFB).  The sample included female and male coaches and 
players, female and male ‘functionaries’ and male coach educators. Data were analysed using 
qualitative content analysis and coach educators’ and coach learners’ ‘acceptance’ of female 
coaches were analysed. An explanatory model facilitated the analyses of stereotypes through 
different system levels (e.g. society, organisation and interaction) and incorporated a 
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theoretical socio-psychological gender stereotype focus (see Weinbach, 2004). Male coach 
educators appeared to associate good coaching practice with playing competence and being 
male expressing that females’ technical skills and understanding would be inferior to male 
coaches. Nonetheless, the coach educators felt they treated female participants in a ‘fair’ and 
‘equal’ way. Some alarming entrenched stereotypes and prejudices towards females from male 
coach educators and male coaches were evident. To address this, the authors recommend the 
inclusion of gender-awareness education in coach educator training. This research paints a 
sombre picture highlighting gender inequality, concerning beliefs, a lack of education and the 
misuse of power in coach education. The following study also looked at entrenched cultures in 
coach education.  
Galvan, Fyall and Culpan (2012) interviewed six male cricket coaches to explore their 
perceptions of a somewhat novel educationally-informed level three high-performance coach 
education programme. Adding to previous empirical research (e.g. Brasil et al., 2017; 
McCullick et al., 2005), the authors’ thematic analysis and findings revealed that the coaches 
could see value in educational learning theory and reflective practice, but there was some 
confusion and misunderstanding surrounding their application. The study, however, indicated 
that although ‘new knowledge’ conflicted with traditional coach education cultures (see 
Hussain et al., 2012) that privilege technical and tactical content, the coaches started to reflect 
critically and deconstruct their previous coach education experiences. Thus, the programme 
facilitated liberation and an awareness of coaches’ historically legitimised understandings 
through socialisation within an “entrenched sporting and coaching culture” (Galvan et al., 
2012, p. 124). The study uncovered how traditional approaches “characterized by a particular 
view of coaching” where “the coach educator was the expert and they alone disseminated 
knowledge” (Galvan et al., 2012, p. 130) can be challenged, welcomed and accepted. 
Educational perspectives (e.g. Light, 2008; von Glasersfeld, 2001) supported the findings that 
coach education needs broader pedagogical perspectives and epistemological views rather than 
the characteristic technocratic approaches (e.g. Abraham & Collins, 1998; Jones, 2000; Rowley 
& Lester, 2016, inter alia).  
Nash and Sproule (2012) conducted research with 621 UK coaches in a range of sports 
and data were collected using likert-scale questionnaires. Almost eighty-five percent of the 
coaches were volunteers and findings highlighted the perceived limited impact of coach 
education on coaches’ practice at various levels and in different sports. Further findings also 
suggested that programmes deliver sport-specific content but were ineffective regarding sport 
psychology and pedagogical content. Coach learners reportedly desired ‘personable and 
28 
 
approachable’ coach educators and they felt that establishing a rapport with coach educators 
aided their chances of certification. There was also a suggestion that some coach educators 
showed bias towards former professional athletes and sports development officers. Although it 
was beyond the scope of their research and chosen method, it would have been of interest to 
explore in depth why coach learners felt this way and investigate coach educators’ reactions to 
these findings. Nash and Sproule (2012) acknowledged the reductionist limitations associated 
with the depth of their data and thus failed to unravel the realities and complexities of coach 
education settings (cf. Allanson, 2014; Galvan et al., 2012, inter alia). The following study also 
concentrated on UK coaches but combined questionnaires with semi-structed interviews.     
A mixed-methods approach by Nelson et al. (2013) considered the perceptions of ninety 
UK coaches of various certification levels and sports towards coach educators and coach 
education. Data were collected from sixteen in-depth semi-structured interviews and seventy-
four questionnaires, of which ‘effective’ and ‘ineffective’ coach educator ‘qualities’ were 
identified. The findings suggested that ineffective coach educators had: ‘poor communication, 
demonstration, and presentation skills’; were ‘unprepared’; and lacked ‘practical experience’. 
Conversely, the coach learners appreciated coach educators who were: ‘prepared’ and 
‘enthusiastic’; had ‘been there and done it’; had a ‘depth of knowledge’ and could ‘relate’ to 
the coaches. The participants also desired less ‘didactic teaching’ from coach educators and 
felt educators should value coaches’ pre-existing knowledge and ideas and offer them more 
opportunities to learn from their peers. The coaches also expressed that coach educators should 
use varied pedagogical methods that “actively involve the course learners” (Nelson et al., 2013, 
p. 204). Explanatory theory, mainly consisting of educational theorising was used and the 
findings highlighted the ‘pragmatic’ nature of the coaches’ perceptions, their needs (e.g. 
contextual and pedagogical) and began to consider (but not involve) coach educators. Future 
research needs to investigate coach educators’ perspectives and understandings regarding these 
findings and their pedagogical beliefs.  
Vella et al. (2013) conducted an exploratory case-study incorporating a mixed-methods 
approach to investigate the perceptions of nine USA youth soccer coaches undertaking a two-
hour ‘transformational leadership training program’. The part-time coaches practised in a 
participation context at the same club and provided responses to four qualitative and eight five-
point likert-scale questions respectively. The programme was followed-up with monthly 
telephone calls over a five-month period and the data were analysed thematically. The findings 
resonated with other scholars (e.g. McCullick et al., 2005; Nelson et al., 2013) who highlighted 
that coaches desired more interaction and collaboration with the coach educators. The authors 
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referred to the coach learner and coach educator as being a ‘parallel process’ akin to the 
relationship between an athlete and coach and felt this ‘conceptually sound approach’ would 
facilitate reflection. In addition, Vella and colleagues (2013) recommended that coach 
educators should facilitate the development of ‘open skills’, thus offering coach learners more 
autonomy and freedom in their practice.  However, the research was perhaps limited in 
assuming that coach educators can develop the necessary ‘open skills’, know what they are and 
have agency to do this. Advanced understanding and evidence of coach educators’ ‘skills’ are 
required (see Lyle, 2002). The findings were quite descriptive and lacked theoretical analysis. 
Additionally, the study lacked coach educators’ perspectives and a two-hour coach education 
programme is limited in what it can achieve. In this respect, the research appears to adopt a 
rather reductionist approach (cf. Nash & Sproule, 2012) to understanding a complex area (see 
Galvan et al., 2012). Furthermore, the findings from the coaches may have been enhanced if 
the interviews had been facilitated and accompanied by detailed analysis of the telephone 
conversations. This research could be deemed as being ‘piecemeal’ (see McCullick et al., 
2009), but is noteworthy as it highlighted the coach educator and coach learner relationship in 
empirical research.  
Stodter and Cushion’s (2014) coach learning and coach education empirical research 
included unstructured interviews with two male coach educators in football delivering a youth 
coaching module. The research utilised an in-depth case study approach and multiple methods 
to track two coaches’ practice over a two-year period, including time before, during and after 
the module. Contrasts were found between the espoused and implicit philosophies of the 
programme and the coaches’ club cultures, and thus the programme had minimal impact on the 
coaches’ behaviour and practice. The coaches, unlike in Galvan et al.’s (2012) findings, 
reverted back to and relied on their biographies adopting a ‘what works’ approach in their 
contexts. Despite not being the core focus of the research, the authors also uncovered confusion 
in the course’s philosophy and delivery methods evidenced through observations of two coach 
educators’ understandings, inconsistent practice and feedback. One coach educator expressed 
concerns towards tutor training and that he did not know anything about the coach learners 
until he met them; he felt that coach educators just do the best they can (see Stodter, 2014). 
Although the research only included limited and descriptive coverage of two coach educators 
in one sport delivering one module, the authors offered insight into the challenges coach 
educators’ face and the influence of biography in coaching and learning. The researchers 
recommended that coach educators would benefit from greater engagement with educational 
perspectives (see Nelson et al., 2016b).  
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Scholars have also offered reasons why quality issues in formal coach education 
have received limited critical consideration to date (see Taylor & Garratt, 2010, 2013; 
Taylor & Groom, 2016). Taylor and Groom’s (2016) research explored quality assurance 
(QA) in coach education. They conducted a literature review on coach education and related 
fields, forty-five interviews (with QA stakeholders and individuals, including coach 
educators) and a desktop survey of one SGB’s (The FA) internal QA paperwork. Findings 
included “political pressure to meet sport policy objectives”, “pressing internal priorities”, 
and “limited financial independence” (Taylor & Groom, 2016, p. 41). The findings also 
provided an insight into the coach educator role and the challenges they can encounter. 
These included time constraints to deliver coach education programmes, ‘isolation’, 
desiring a more relaxed environment and feeling “under pressure to get people the ticket 
[qualified]” (Taylor & Groom, 2016, p. 46) The authors also highlighted the difficulties 
SGBs face as coach educators can be volunteers and casual employees. Recommendations 
from the study indicated the need to move towards ‘quality enhancement’ to improve their 
effectiveness as opposed to quality assurance. This outlines the need to conduct more 
research on coach educators’ support, education, workplaces and development. The 
author’s book chapter also indicated the internal pressures that SGBs and coach educators 
encounter. Conducting additional empirical and theoretical research on this topic will help 
to understand the area further.  
To progress the coach learning field and understand how coaches interact with 
professional development delivered by coach educators, Stodter and Cushion (2017) explored 
the experiences of twenty-five UK youth soccer coaches (twenty-two males and three females). 
Semi-structured interviews and video stimulated recall were used to investigate ‘what works’, 
‘how’ and ‘for whom’. With a view to developing a ‘coach learning’ theory, data were collected 
in relation to an evaluation of the impact of a youth coach education course. The authors’ 
motivation appeared to be driven by concern that previous research approaches had “revealed 
little detail about the processes and outcomes involved” (Stodter & Cushion, 2017, p. 1). 
Building on their earlier study (e.g. Stodter & Cushion, 2014), the authors described how 
coaches rejected discordant content delivered by coach educators and maintained their pre-
existing biographical harmony. The empirically-derived coach learning theory presented two 
‘filters’ or levels where coaches used their existing biographies as a filter for new learning 
experiences (cf. Leduc, Culver, & Werthner, 2012), and this was complemented by a second 
contextual filter relating to whether ‘new learning’ would work in the coaches’ contexts. The 
findings also proposed that coach educators should encourage innovation, discomfort and 
31 
 
failure. The novel methods presented a theory and process of coach learning and could be a 
useful resource for coach developers and coach educators.  
A year later, concerns towards utilitarian and policy models of education (see 
Colley, 2012) were the focus of empirical findings by Bailey, Madigan, Cope and Nicholls 
(2018). The researchers accessed 545 coaches across a wide range of sports in the UK and 
Ireland to examine the prevalence of ‘pseudoscientific’ approaches to learning in coaching. 
This included a focus on the ‘VAK’ model that claims learning occurs through three different 
learning styles consisting of observation (e.g. ‘visual learners’), listening (e.g. ‘auditory 
learners’), or doing and moving (e.g. ‘kinaesthetic learners’). The model is used in coach 
education (e.g. Hussain et al., 2012; McQuade & Nash, 2015, inter alia) and recommends that 
practitioners’ delivery should be tailored to meet learners’ preferences. Findings from the 
authors’ online survey highlighted that 62% of coaches believed the ‘neuromyth’ that 
“individuals learn better when they receive information in their preferred learning style (e.g., 
auditory, visual, or kinesthetic)” (Bailey et al., 2018, p. 1). Therefore, the authors raised 
concerns about organisations (e.g. SGBs) that “implicitly endorse non-evidenced-based 
practices” (Bailey et al., 2018, p. 8; cf. Collins & Bailey, 2013; Cushion et al., 2010; Gilbert et 
al., 2009). In concluding their research, Bailey et al. (2018) recommended that future research 
should include qualitative inquiry with coach educators and for coach education to work from 
a “secure evidence base” (p. 9).  
 
Summary 
This section of the literature review has provided an understanding of the contexts that coach 
educators practise in. The contributions have considered their recruitment (e.g. Nash & Collins, 
2006), pedagogies (e.g. Bailey et al., 2018; Galvan et al., 2012; Hussain et al., 2012; Stodter & 
Cushion, 2014, 2017) and the challenges that coach education and coach educators’ face (e.g. 
Taylor & Groom, 2016). In addition, coach learners’ perceptions of coach educators have been 
considered (e.g. Nash & Sproule, 2012; Nelson et al., 2013), coach educators’ skills and 
relationships with coach learners (e.g. McCullick et al., 2005; Vella et al., 2013, inter alia) and 
coach education cultures (e.g. Galvan et al., 2012; Schlesinger & Weigelt-Schlesinger, 2012). 
Whilst these contributions are useful, greater scholarship is needed in order to provide a more 
comprehensive picture and for improvements to be made. Socio-cultural, political and 
biographical influences and additional empirical contributions will be examined in greater 
depth in part two of the literature review. However, at this point, it is also relevant to consider 
findings from a related pedagogical discipline, teaching. As teaching and coaching are said to 
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share contextual, social and political similarities (e.g. Armour, 2010, 2011; Jones, 2006, 2007; 
Jones & Thomas, 2015; Kirk, 2010, inter alia), it makes sense to consider empirical studies 
with ‘teacher educators’ in PE as they occupy ‘similar’ roles to coach educators (and coach 
developers), and the research field is more established. 
 
2.4 Physical education teacher educators and teacher education 
Teaching and coaching are social, relational, technical, technological and pedagogical 
processes. It has been contended that “the heart of coaching lies in the teaching and learning 
interface” (Jones, 2006, p. 3; Jones & Thomas, 2015; Penney, 2006). Hence, “coaching has 
more to do with teaching (and subsequent learning) than anything else” (Jones, 2007, p. 171) 
and can learn from educational research (cf. Armour, 2010; Armour & Chambers, 2014; Nelson 
et al., 2016b). Importantly, however, scholars have also exercised reservations that educational 
research has ‘got it right’ (e.g. Bailey et al., 2018; Jones, 2006; Kirk, 2010), but there is more 
of it. Concerns have reported professional development and CPD experiences as being too 
short, low impact, decontextualised and disconnected from previous CPD attendance (see 
Armour, 2010, 2011; Armour, Quennerstedt, Chambers, & Makopoulou, 2015; Armour & 
Yelling, 2004). Research furthermore indicates that coaching shares similar problems (e.g. 
Griffiths, Armour, & Cushion, 2016; Nash et al., 2016, inter alia). For example, it has been 
reported that little is known “about the pedagogy of facilitation, or how to facilitate teachers’ 
learning” (Patton, Parker, & Neutzling, 2012, p. 523). Therefore, well-established professions 
with greater research histories (compared to coaching) and compulsory tertiary education 
pathways also face challenges (cf. Bailey et al., 2018; Mordal-Moen & Green, 2014, inter alia). 
More broadly, this positions the professional educator and professional development as far 
from being a coaching-specific concern (see Armour, 2010, 2011; Armour, Griffiths & De 
Lyon, 2016). The following content considers this. 
 Mordal-Moen and Green’s (2014) empirical research with PE teacher educators 
investigated the notion of reflexivity in their practices and philosophies. A case study approach 
was undertaken and used semi-structured interviews with fifteen teacher educators in a 
Norwegian University who delivered PETE. The data analysis was based on the principles of 
grounded theory and the findings highlighted that teacher educators felt learning to teach PE 
was similar to their views of PE; namely, it was a practical process centred on teaching and 
coaching sports skills. Accordingly, they found that teacher educators focussed on students’ 
delivery of practical sports and teaching skills and failed to engage in and develop reflexivity 
themselves or in their students. The authors suggested this facilitated the reproduction of the 
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conservative ideologies and practices “in PETE that they were already habitually predisposed 
towards” (Mordal-Moen & Green, 2014, p. 415; cf. Bourdieu, 1977, 1984). The authors, 
therefore, questioned whether academics have over-emphasised the effectiveness of PETE 
training with student teachers and its ability to alter ideological predispositions, claiming 
instead that PETE facilitates ‘reinforcement’ of student teachers’ beliefs and practices. The 
researchers referred to and extend Kirk’s (2009) assertion that these programmes can help 
students to develop utilitarian perspectives (Mordal-Moen & Green, 2014; cf. Bourdieu, 1977, 
1984) and can struggle to envisage alternative methods. This has also been reported in coaching 
(e.g. Armour, 2010; Hussain et al., 2012; Stodter & Cushion, 2017) and can lead to 
practitioners’ being unable or disinclined to consider alternative views.  
Reverberating further with coaching (e.g. Coakley, 1994, 2001; Galvan et al., 2012, 
inter alia), Mordal-Moen and Green (2014) referred to the lack of a research culture in PETE 
and emphasised the strong influence of sporting cultures in PE that can serve to reinforce rather 
than challenge the practices and philosophies of teacher educators. Consequently, the authors 
concluded that due to their socialisation and journeys, teacher educators struggle to exercise 
reflexivity towards themselves, PE, or even view themselves as educationalists. In attempting 
to explain this further, the authors drew on a controversial generalisation that those choosing a 
career in PE “are academically average students who are mostly successful in physical 
education and sports rather than academic achievement” (Tsangaridou, 2006, p. 492). Hence, 
Mordal-Moen and Green (2014) suggested that these students are more likely to valorise 
sporting and teaching experiences and practise instead of theory and reflection. In this regard, 
recent coaching research has raised similar concerns surrounding an anti-intellectual culture 
surrounding coaching and coach educators (e.g. Cushion et al., 2017; Lyle, 2018, inter alia). 
 Within PE teacher development, Patton et al. (2012) regarded professional development 
providers (PD facilitators) for teachers as having crucial roles and they highlighted the need to 
consider “facilitators’ work in understanding and accommodating the complexities of PD to 
meet participants’ needs” (Patton et al., 2012, p. 523). The authors investigated twelve 
international PE PD facilitators’ experiences, knowledge and perceptions of the role. Data were 
collected over a five-year period through semi-structured interviews, informal conversational 
interviews and the facilitators’ curriculum vitae. The fundamental principles of grounded 
theory were drawn on in the inductive and deductive analyses (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). The 
findings highlighted that the facilitators viewed learning as an active and social process and 
felt PD was a complex and teacher-centred endeavour. The findings also raised the need to be 
cognisant of what teachers ‘bring to the table’. For example, one facilitator would ask teachers, 
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“Who are you? Where are you? How did you get here? What do you believe and why do you 
believe it?” (Patton et al., 2012, p. 527). In addition to this biographical and dispositional focus, 
facilitators emphasised the need to understand teachers’ contexts and to make them feel 
welcome and valued. As reported previously in coaching (e.g. McCullick et al., 2005; Nelson 
et al., 2013, inter alia), building positive and open relationships was beneficial. Additionally, 
Patton and colleagues (2012) were critical of the ineffective reductionist approaches to PD and 
called for teacher educators and teachers to co-create programmes and put teachers and their 
contexts at the centre of PD. Further findings highlighted the use of pedagogical theory (cf. 
Brasil et al., 2017, inter alia) and positioned the ‘educator’ as being an educated, experienced, 
creative and innovative individual.  
In relation to this, a more recent study by Makopoulou (2017) painted a contrasting 
picture towards PE teacher educators. Makopoulou (2017) investigated tutors who delivered 
PE teachers’ CPD (‘Inclusive Physical Education’ ‘IPE’) in secondary and special schools. The 
study’s aim was to better understand tutors’ practice with a view to recommending and 
understanding “features of great tutoring” (Makopoulou, 2017, p. 2). A mixed-methods 
approach enabled qualitative data to be collected via an online questionnaire, individual 
interviews, systematic observation and ethnographic field notes. Systematic observations were 
also used to collect quantitative data of the tutors’ practice and qualitative data were analysed 
through a constructive grounded theory approach. Twenty tutors were observed delivering the 
IPE course, eighteen tutors completed an online questionnaire, and twenty short face-to-face 
interviews lasting ten to thirty minutes were conducted. During the interviews the author made 
extensive notes because audio recording was not always feasible as interviews were conducted 
in programme breaks in ‘noisy environments’ and tutors were ‘on the move’. The findings 
highlighted that the tutors believed in practical experiences, tailoring provision and 
(inter)active learning environments. However, reverberating with findings in coaching (e.g. 
Stodter & Cushion, 2014, 2017), it was found that there were marked differences in the 
durations spent in each of these activities between the different tutors. Eight tutors commented 
on the challenges associated with tailoring their delivery; one tutor felt that allocated discussion 
periods were needed, although five tutors felt this was not important due to the duration and 
nature of the course. Further, although the tutors typically attended ‘tutor development days’ 
twice a year, it was suggested that the tutor workforce would benefit from discussing 
participants’ questions during tutor training days to enhance their CPD experiences. 
Additional findings highlighted that tutors made limited ‘meaningful connection’ 
between the CPD course and the participants’ existing practices. Despite tutors’ perceiving 
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they tailored their practice, there was little evidence of pedagogical differentiation for the 
different participants, with only four tutors encouraging attendees to be critical and reflective, 
thus “most tutors missed opportunities to tailor provision” (Makopoulou, 2017, p. 9). Hence, it 
was reported that “most tutors lack the conceptual and practical tools” (Makopoulou, 2017, p. 
13) required to facilitate this and that “effective tutoring is a dynamic, complex and multi-
dimensional process” (Makopoulou, 2017, p. 14). The author concluded that tutors need to 
closely examine their own assumptions and practice and embrace critical engagement. It was 
also reported that there remains a need to explore “how tutors can best be supported” 
(Makopoulou, 2017, p. 2). Thereby, “it seems illogical to expect professional development 
providers to be able to support teachers and coaches effectively if they themselves are not 
engaged in appropriate, compatible learning” (Armour, 2011, p. 234). 
Clearly PETE and PE teacher educators represent a sub-group of teacher educators and 
teacher education and enable comparisons to be made with coach education. Accordingly, it 
seems sensible to consider the teacher educator more broadly. To this end, it has been asserted 
that “common-sense reasoning tells us that quality teacher education relies on quality teacher 
educators. Yet, there is minimal attention to what teacher educators should know and be able 
to do” (Goodwin et al., 2014, p. 284). As with coach educators and PE teacher educators, the 
study of teacher educators has equally been neglected (Knight et al., 2014; Soysal & Radmard 
2020; Williams, 2019). Indeed, it has been suggested that teacher education and teacher 
educators need their own “specialized knowledge base” (Knight et al. 2014, p. 268) and as such 
should be treated as separate areas of scholarship.  Most recently, Soysal and Radmard (2020, 
p. 32) asserted that “teaching is a complex process, but teaching how to teach is a more 
sophisticated procedure.” Put simply, becoming a teacher educator is not a straightforward 
process of pedagogical transition from teaching subject matter knowledge in a teaching context 
(e.g. primary school) to teaching aspiring teachers (e.g. adult learners) how to teach (Soysal & 
Radmard, 2020). In this sense, “the preparation of teacher educators warrants attention to the 
development of a pedagogy of “teacher educator” education separate from that of teacher 
preparation” (Knight et al., 2014 p. 268). As highlighted throughout this literature review, 
coaching, like teaching, has “paid relatively little attention in the past to an important 
component of teacher education - the quality of teacher [coach] educators. However, findings 
have indicated that people become “teacher educators by happenstance” (Knight et al. 2014, p. 
269), and that we know little about the learning, practices, and preparation involved in “teacher 
[coach] educator” education” (Knight et al., 2014, p. 268; see also Cochran-Smith, Grudnoff, 
Orland-Barakc, & Smith, 2020; Williams, 2019). 
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Goodwin et al. (2014) conducted research in the USA with 293 teacher educators 
(specifically, university-based, doctoral-prepared staff) exploring their roles, preparation, 
understandings and experiences. The rationale for the study was based on the pedagogy of 
teacher educating (i.e. as being different to the pedagogy of teaching) and the “limited research 
into teacher educator knowledge and skills” (Goodwin et al., 2014, p. 285). The authors 
adopted a mixed methods research design involving online surveys with all 293 participants 
and follow-up semi-structured telephone interviews with a random selection of 20 (durations 
30-60 minutes) “to yield narratives for qualitative analysis” (Goodwin et al., 2014, p. 287). 
Inductive and deductive coding and analyses were conducted and grounded theory (Glaser & 
Strauss, 1967) was adopted to generate new understandings of the teacher educators’ lives and 
understandings. The findings highlighted that three quarters of the participants felt they were 
fortunate and fell into the role through chance. Yet, despite their high level of academic 
achievement, the participants felt under-prepared for the role, perceived theory and research as 
being disconnected from practice, and encountered personal conflicts between their personal 
beliefs and stakeholders’ agendas and policies (cf. Allanson et al., 2019). Further, and in 
keeping with findings in the coach education literature (Stodter & Cushion, 2019), there did 
“not seem to be a curriculum for, or even attention to, the preparation of teacher educators, let 
alone a coherent, codified pedagogy of teacher education” (Goodwin et al., 2014, p. 296). The 
authors concluded that “becoming a teacher educator is not a simple two-step process: from 
teacher to teacher educator” (Goodwin et al., 2014, pp. 298-299). Accessing the participants’ 
voices illustrated that little is known about what teacher educators should know, what they need 
to be able to do, and about their preparation and developmental needs. The authors highlighted 
the implications of this research, the helpful insight these voices provided, the need for more 
research, and called for ‘quality’ preparation of teacher educators.   
In 2019, White published a position paper on the different types of roles within teacher 
education of which resonate with the present study. Based on a review of the literature and 
local policy in Australia the author explored: “who is a teacher educator?” (White, 2019, p. 
200).  This was in recognition of the complexity of the role and a need for greater definitional 
clarity for teacher educators. The paper presented an insight into teacher educator identities, 
career trajectories and professional learning needs. White’s (2019) analysis proposed that 
teacher educators should be divided into three sub-groups: university-based, school-based, and 
community-based (e.g. community and indigenous leaders). She further contended that all 
three sub-groups have a part to play, but each role is different, and thus needs to be treated and 
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researched as such. As all three groups are important for teachers’ development throughout 
their careers, White (2019) asserted that future research will benefit from a more ‘joined up’ 
approach across the three groups, and a raising of their professional status. Acknowledging 
differentiated coach development roles has been recognised as something that research in coach 
education would benefit from (see chapter one) and is a possible development the present study 
explores. White (2019) noted that formal qualifications were not required to become a teacher 
educator (unlike in coaching) but emphasised that ‘good teachers’ do not necessarily make 
‘good teacher educators’, and they lack preparation for this transition. Equally, some teacher 
educators do not have a teaching qualification and may never have taught students of school 
age (e.g. university-based education lecturers and researchers), but still perform the role. 
Despite there being a history of teacher education research, scant attention has been afforded 
to the people working in teacher education programmes (as seen earlier in coaching) (White, 
2019; see also Cochran-Smith et al., 2020). The author concluded that despite the ambiguity 
associated with their roles and professional learning needs, “teacher educators are a vitally 
important group who need to better understand themselves and then explain publicly what they 
do” (White, 2019, p. 210; see also Ping, Schellings, & Beijaard, 2018). This paper has 
implications for coaching research and highlights the need for clarification of different roles in 
coach education (e.g. coach educator, coach developer, and mentor), and the importance of 
identifying and meeting coach educators’ personal learning needs and recognising that coach 
learners require coach educators with different skills and knowledge over the course of their 
careers.     
In acknowledging a specific sub-group of teacher educators, MacPhail et al. (2019) 
investigated the professional development needs and realities of university-based teacher 
educators. Their empirical research utilised semi-structured interviews with 61 teacher 
educators from six national jurisdictions and sought information about their professional 
learning opportunities, teacher education and research. Interview data were analysed 
thematically (type not mentioned) and four themes were identified: 1) importance of self-
initiated professional development, 2) importance of experiencing professional development 
informally through collaboration with peers and colleagues, 3) accessing opportunities to 
improve teacher education teaching practices, and 4) the inextricable link between teaching 
and research and, consequently, the need to upskill in research skills. Findings highlighted 
frustration and tension surrounding what the teacher educators perceived as being degrees of 
vagueness and ambiguity regarding what they felt was expected from them and a lack of 
induction and subsequent support in the role. Some felt they lacked the ability to be effective 
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in the role and felt disconnected from teaching practice in schools. Being a teacher educator 
was seen to be complex and different to previous roles they had held, and they deemed their 
professional learning opportunities to be haphazard. Additionally, the authors concluded there 
to be “limited interest on the part of higher education institutes in teachers’ professional 
development” (MacPhail et al., 2019, p. 857), and recommended that mandatory formal 
preparation should be a requirement prior to commencing the role. 
Williams (2019) conducted a study on the professional learning experiences of teacher 
educators who had led international professional experience (IPE) programmes in a variety of 
global locations within the preceding five years. The author suggested that while research on 
pre-service teachers’ learning during training periods (IPEs) in international contexts has 
grown, “much less is known about the experiences of the academics who lead these programs” 
(Williams, 2019, p. 497, emphases added). Semi-structured interviews were used (durations 30 
to 45 minutes) to explore ten teacher educators’ experiences of their respective programmes 
and thematic analysis (approach unspecified) was employed to analyse the data. The following 
themes were identified: (a) managing administration and logistical and ethical challenges, (b) 
understanding others, and (c) understanding self. In addition, the teacher educators welcomed 
and valued the opportunities to get to know the prospective teachers (i.e. their learners). 
Participation in this study enabled teacher educators to reflect critically, consider different 
pedagogical and cultural approaches (cf. Cochran-Smith et al., 2020), and it raised “awareness 
of their own position and dispositions as teacher educators working in an unfamiliar 
international context” (Williams, 2019, p. 506). As such, it “revealed that the work of teacher 
educators leading IPE is not only multifaceted, complex, and challenging but also 
transformative in relation to their professional and personal learning and identities” (Williams, 
2019, p. 506; cf. Armour, 2011; Makopoulou, 2017). Williams (2019, p. 509) acknowledged 
the study only included their respective university’s IPE program and ten teacher educators, 
but emphasised the importance of hearing both their voices and the need to explore other 
voices, in order to “deepen our knowledge and understanding” and enhance current and future 
educational programs for pre-service teachers and teacher educators. 
 
Summary 
These examples offer some insight into PE and the teacher educator role. Although teaching is 
an established discipline with a greater body of empirical research than coaching (see Kirk, 
2010), the professional educator remains under-researched, topical and contentious (cf. Soysal 
& Radmard 2020; see also Cochran-Smith et al., 2020). Essentially, the findings show that 
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teaching faces similar problems and concerns (e.g. Mordal-Moen & Green, 2014; Williams, 
2019; see also Ping et al., 2018). As teaching and coaching share similar discourses, additional 
research and collaboration with professional educators in teaching and coaching could be a 
useful consideration for the future, as could considering professional development in other 
disciplines (see Armour, 2010, 2011; Armour et al., 2016). The next section considers research 
and methods that have investigated the impact and influence of biography and culture on 
coaching, teaching and learning. 
 
2.5 Biography – journeys and experiences  
Learning starts to occur from early life experiences and “socialisation is a complex, interactive 
process through which people form ideas about who they are and how they are connected to 
the world around them. This process occurs in connection with sports as well as with other 
activities and experiences in people’s lives” (Coakley, 2001, p. 106). Thus, the influence of life 
experiences, tradition, sporting cultures and sub-cultures cannot be under-estimated and should 
not be over-looked. Particular ways of thinking and behaving can make groups and 
communities unique through a sub-culture that shares similar backgrounds, lives, values, 
beliefs and customs; this enables individuals to form relationships with like-minded people 
with “common interests and values reaffirmed” (Coakley, 1994, p. 201; see also Jones & 
Thomas, 2015). As former athletes, coaches and typically practising coaches themselves, 
biography will impact coach educators’ beliefs, knowledge and practice (see Brasil et al., 2017; 
Cushion et al., 2017; Hussain et al., 2012, inter alia). Indeed, “the assumption behind the story 
of any particular life is that there's something worth learning” (Peshkin, 1993, p. 25). 
Consequently, educational research has utilised life history and storied approaches to find out 
more about practitioners. Armour (2006) explained:  
 
Life story/history research is, essentially, biographical research where a researcher 
constructs, or co-constructs, a story about a life, or part of a life. The purpose is to better 
understand that life, to shed light on similar or contrasting lives, and/or to inform an 
analysis of a particular issue or event (Armour, 2006, p. 472). 
 
Again, it is evident that PE and coaching are linked and early research on PE teachers’ life 
histories (e.g. Armour, 1997) may have provided the impetus for biographical research in 
coaching (e.g. Jones et al., 2003, 2004). Notably, there are nuances with biographical 
approaches (Christensen, 2014; Douglas et al., 2016; Sparkes, 1993). Importantly, though, 
biographical approaches “encourage personal analysis, critical understanding and, where 
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warranted, pedagogical change” (Armour, 2006, p. 467). The following content explores 
biographical research and commences with an example from PE. This is followed by some 
consideration of their use in coaching and why such an approach could be useful for research 
with coach educators.  
Armour (1997) used an ethnographic case-study framework that utilised observations, 
interviews, questionnaires and life history reflections to investigate the daily lives of four 
secondary school PE teachers (two females and two males). The field work was conducted over 
a school year and drew on life history data to investigate the teachers’ development of their 
personal philosophies and the characteristics and aims of PE. A specific theoretical lens was 
not used to analyse the data, but structure and agency, socio-cultural elements, co-construction 
of the data and ‘giving voice’ were evident. The author referred to Elbaz’s (1991) research in 
that a “teacher’s voice must speak from an embeddedness within the culture of the particular 
school, school system, and society in which the teacher lives and works” (p. 13). Four life 
phases were used to present the data, including: family influences, school experiences, higher 
education and ‘doing the job’ (cf. Brasil et al., 2017). Armour (1997) also drew on findings 
that had emphasised the influence of family in teachers’ journeys and career choices (e.g. 
Connell, 1985; Stroot, Collier, O’Sullivan & England, 1994). Stroot et al. (1994) commented 
that “positive experiences in sport and physical education encouraged participants to choose a 
profession in an area that had been rewarding throughout their lives” (p. 349). Despite their 
training and education, the findings revealed that three of the teachers had essentially 
“modelled their teaching upon what they perceived as good practice from their own primary 
and secondary schooling” (Armour, 1997, p. 72; cf. Stewart & Owens, 2011). There was a 
disjuncture, or, as the author articulated, a ‘function gap’ between theorists and teachers and 
this resonates with findings in coaching (see Abraham & Collins, 1998, 2011; Bourdieu, 1988a; 
Partington & Cushion, 2013, inter alia). Whilst this study may be considered ‘dated’, it is 
noticeable that the findings remain topical and reverberate with more recent concerns in PE 
(e.g. Makopoulou, 2017; Mordal-Moen & Green, 2014) and coaching (e.g. Cushion et al., 2017, 
inter alia). 
In what is believed to be the first use of these methods in the coaching literature, Jones 
et al.’s (2003) life story case study consisted of five interviews with an elite male football 
coach. The coach’s story was presented from field notes, interview transcripts and the authors’ 
accompanying critical reflection and co-construction. Despite the focus being on a single 
participant, the authors offered some early evidence detailing the biographical, social, political 
and cultural factors that impacted the coach’s learning and practice. Additionally, the authors 
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highlighted implications for coach educators through the need to make coaches aware of “the 
socialisation processes acting upon them” (Jones et al., 2003, p. 226). The coach felt that coach 
educators lacked ‘open-mindedness’, produced ‘robotic’ graduates, and he perceived attitudes 
within the SGB (FA) to be ‘arrogant’. The findings revealed the coach’s knowledge was 
socially constructed through his situated coaching experiences that were challenging and highly 
competitive environments. He valued learning informally from other coaches, his networks, 
and experiential learning (see Lyle & Cushion, 2017, inter alia). In related but further work, 
Jones et al. (2004) conducted in-depth, semi-structured, life-story interviews with eight elite 
coaches from different sports. The coaches also offered negative opinions towards formal 
coach education and valued experiential learning and learning from other coaches. The authors 
provided rare and personal insights into the coaches’ lives and journeys. Fifteen years on, the 
findings concerning how ‘personal experiences’ shape coaches’ beliefs and practice remain 
topical (cf. Lyle & Cushion, 2017, inter alia). Despite this, the ‘personal experiences’ of coach 
educators and ‘the socialisation processes acting upon them’ are under-researched. 
Callary, Werthner and Trudel (2011) conducted research on the socialisation and 
development of five female coaches (two from figure skating, one from alpine skiing, 
canoe/kayak and ice hockey). The authors used semi-structured interviews to explore how 
coaching methods and future career choices had been influenced by their primary (e.g. family 
environment) and secondary socialisation processes (e.g. school and athletic experiences). A 
content analysis was conducted, and the data were further analysed using Jarvis’ (2006, 2009) 
perspective of human learning. The authors found that experiences and learning situations from 
primary and secondary socialisation influenced and shaped who the coaches were as adults. 
Callary et al. (2011) provided some in-depth personal data about the coaches’ lives and 
suggested coach development could be enhanced by encouraging coaches to reflect critically 
on previous life experiences (including those away from sport) in order to raise awareness of 
their practice (cf. Gearity et al., 2013). In doing so, the study raised awareness of the influence 
of life history and posed questions for the coach development workforce. 
Leduc et al. (2012) investigated eleven coaches’ perceptions of changes in their practice 
following two coach education modules. Data were collected using non-participant 
observations and semi-structured interviews. The study used Jarvis’s (2006, 2009) and Moon’s 
(2001, 2004) theoretical frameworks that positioned learning through the on-going 
transformation of one’s experiences cognitively, emotively and/or practically. The authors 
argued that this reflective integration with biography (cf. Callary et al., 2011, inter alia) leads 
to a continual, life-long process of learning and the learner as ‘becoming’ (cf. Hodkinson et al., 
42 
 
2008). The findings suggested the modules’ impact on the coaches’ practice was mixed and 
coaches’ previous experiences acted as a filter (cf. Stodter & Cushion, 2017) that determined 
whether the new learning experience was harmonious (e.g. congruent with previous existing 
biography) or disjunctive (e.g. inharmonious) (Jarvis, 2006). The findings recommended that 
coach educators should consider coach learners’ biographies, but the structural and socio-
cultural factors that impact and influence coach educators perhaps need to precede this. 
 Gearity et al.’s (2013) empirical research on coach learning explored biographical, 
historical and socio-cultural influences to explore an elite USA collegiate male head football 
coach’s journey. The single subject case study incorporated one three-hour semi-structured 
interview and data were analysed using a constant comparison method (Merriam, 1998) and 
biographically (see Denzin, 2001). Four key developmental learning stages were identified: 1) 
athlete; 2) graduate assistant; 3) assistant coach; and 4) head coach. Non-formal, non-sporting 
educational experiences (cf. Griffiths & Armour, 2013, inter alia) were found to be influential 
(e.g. courses in leadership, management, organisation and communication), as was the need to 
‘stay current’ and understand people, athletes’ biographies and societal change. The findings 
also indicated that coach educators need to know about coaches’ journeys to understand their 
educational needs. The researchers reported that coach learners can be socialised into particular 
“ways of knowing and doing” (Gearity et al., 2013, p. 67; cf. Galvan et al., 2012, inter alia) 
and so coach learning needs to be considered sociologically, acknowledging structure, power 
and embrace societal changes (cf. Watts & Cushion, 2016, inter alia). The authors concluded 
that their findings could help “coach educators to develop effective sociocultural pedagogical 
strategies for preservice and current coaches” (Gearity et al., 2013, pp. 67-68) and that “coach 
educators should help coaches to reflect on their sociocultural experiences” (Gearity et al., 
2013, p. 80). It is unknown whether SGBs and coach educators are familiar with these findings 
and if their training incorporates these elements. However, in light of what is currently reported 
in the literature, it seems unlikely, and so more research is needed.  
 Duarte and Culver (2014) adopted a life story methodological approach to explore the 
processes involved in becoming a developmental adaptive sailing coach. Data from five in-
depth semi-structured interviews were thematically (Braun & Clark, 2006) and deductively 
analysed using life-long learning theory (Jarvis, 2009). The authors highlighted that “one’s 
biography is the sum of previous experiences through which one has learned” (Duarte & 
Culver, 2014, p. 442). The female coach placed importance on social interactions with athletes, 
colleagues and mentors towards the formation of her coaching knowledge. Duarte and Culver 
(2014) presented an agentic and somewhat descriptive depiction of the coach’s learning journey 
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and recommend that ‘coach developers’ promote ‘different learning opportunities’ and advise 
learners to engage in their own learning. The conclusions lacked consideration of the historical, 
cultural and social structures in coaching and coach education, and although the findings 
position coaches as life-long learners, a life history as opposed to a life story approach (cf. 
Armour, 2006) may have produced a more contextual and advanced portrayal.  
Douglas et al.’s (2016) life-history research involved two case studies of two ‘expert’ 
male collegiate basketball coaches with a view to providing “coach educators with an in-depth 
understanding of how coaches learn” (Douglas et al., 2016, p. 31) to enhance coach education. 
Thus, the research considered how coaches acquired coaching beliefs and knowledge over time. 
Semi-structured interviews, field observations, a Q-sort modified interview and documents 
were analysed inductively producing three themes: 1) striving for excellence in teaching and 
learning; 2) developing trusting relationships; and 3) ‘moving players to action’. The findings 
elucidated the creative, curious and introspective dispositional nature of the coaches, and an 
insight to the coaches’ reflections, their meaningful experiences and knowledge development. 
The authors indicated their research would aid coach educators’ understanding of coach 
learning. However, as seen previously (e.g. Vella et al., 2013, inter alia), limitations could be 
apportioned to the study’s somewhat descriptive and atheoretical approach. Similarly, specific 
recommendations for coach educators’ practice were somewhat absent. 
Watts and Cushion (2016) conducted a longitudinal study that involved eight 
experienced male football coaches who were interviewed twice, a decade apart, about their 
journeys, learning and engagement with formal coach education and coach educators over 
several decades. The data were analysed thematically and included descriptive and latent 
analyses (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Coaches’ experiences with coach educators were mixed, and 
the reported contemporary demands and expectations of athletes led to the coaches expressing 
that they required greater pedagogical support from coach educators. Indeed, this study 
highlighted that coaching, coach education and learning to coach is not a constant throughout 
time (cf. Gearity et al., 2013), and that “coaching practice has an historical character that is 
seldom discussed in relation to coach learning – with coaching considered a ‘constant’” 
(Watts & Cushion, 2016, p. 13). Accordingly, coach educators’ training, methods and 
practice should consider this and position the coach educator as a learner (see Armour, 2010; 
Morgan et al., 2013, inter alia). Conducting research with coach educators will enable them to 
express what their learning needs are and why. In addition, this may assist them in their role 
and practise, allowing them to learn and educate more effectively.   
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Summary 
This section has considered biographical approaches can facilitate critical understandings, 
personal reflection, enhance self-awareness and offer pedagogical consideration for coach 
development. Generally, personal experiences and experiential learning, as opposed to time 
spent in coach education with coach educators, were valorised (e.g. Leduc et al., 2012; Watts 
& Cushion, 2016, inter alia). Although biographical approaches only include a small number 
of participants (e.g. Duarte & Culver, 2014; Gearity et al., 2013; Jones et al., 2003), these 
studies provide an interesting insight towards the influence of biography, dispositions and 
previous sporting experiences on beliefs, understandings, learning and practice. Hence, the 
need to draw on these methods with coach educators. The second part of literature review builds 
on the previous sections through more advanced analyses that are made possible through the 
integration of sociology and social theory. Accordingly, an introduction to sociology and 
coaching is offered with an overview of Bourdieu’s constructs. Following this, further reviews 
of empirical research are presented.  
 
2.6 Sociology, social theory and coaching  
Over the past twenty-five years sport coaching and coach education have begun to be 
considered through a sociological lens (e.g. Coakley, 1994, 2001; Cushion, 2001; Jones, 2000, 
inter alia). However, less than a decade ago Jones (2011) suggested that the ‘coach education 
fraternity’ (i.e. coach educators, coach developers and SGBs) had been slow to acknowledge 
the usefulness and importance of sociology in understanding coaching. It was seen in some of 
the earlier studies in this review that coaching scholars have increasingly begun to incorporate 
social theory into their efforts. In particular, Bourdieu’s work has gained notable traction in 
recent years and has been adopted by a range of coaching scholars in empirical studies to further 
understand coach educators (e.g. Cushion et al., 2017), coach education (e.g. Lewis et al., 2015; 
Piggott, 2012; Townsend & Cushion, 2015; Sawiuk et al., 2016, inter alia), coaching cultures 
(e.g. Blackett et al., 2015; Cushion & Jones, 2014), learning dispositions (e.g. Griffiths & 
Armour, 2013, inter alia) and coaches’ learning and journeys (e.g. Christensen, 2014; Watts & 
Cushion, 2016, inter alia). Despite there only being some brief attention towards the sociology 
of sport, PE, coaching and sport pedagogy (e.g. Bourdieu, 1988a), Bourdieu’s works are 
relevant to coaching through his consideration of (non-sporting) social structures, power, 
cultures, peoples’ backgrounds, education, relations between people and social practice 
(Bourdieu, 1998).  
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Coaching scholars have also considered coaching and coach education through other 
social theorists. These include, Canadian-American sociologist and anthropologist Erving 
Goffman’s work on ‘the ‘presentation of self’, and face-to-face interaction (micro-sociology), 
through concepts known as ‘impression management’ and ‘front’ (e.g. Allanson, 2014; 
Chesterfield et al., 2010). Additionally, French theorist, Michel Foucault’s work has been used 
to understand power in coaching (e.g. Denison, 2010; Gearity & Mills, 2013; Piggott, 2012, 
inter alia). Research has even referred to coach education as being somewhat of a “shadowy 
‘regime’” (Piggott, 2012, p. 551) that needs illuminating. This is where Bourdieu’s critical 
sociology is particularly useful as it investigates ‘accepted ways’ of thinking in educational 
contexts (e.g. Reay, 1998; Townsend & Cushion & 2015; Wacquant, 2008, inter alia) with a 
view to bringing the “undiscussed into discussion” (Bourdieu, 1977, p. 168). Thus, when 
researching coach educators, it is pertinent “to look at the true generating processes of social 
systems and not to accept them in their own terms” (Grenfell, 2010a, p. 88). As coach 
educators’ backgrounds and journeys remain relatively unresearched and unheard, Bourdieu’s 
concepts are integral to exploring the logic of different practices by deconstructing the social 
to reveal the interplay between structure and agency (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992; Grenfell, 
2007; Reay, 1998). Thus, while “it is not possible to read other [coach educators’] minds, it 
may be possible to step into others’ [coach educators’] shoes” (Jenkins, 1992, p. 50). This 
explains, in part, why Bourdieu’s work is “good to think with” (Jenkins, 2002, p. 11). 
The following introduction and overview of some of Bourdieu’s constructs will serve 
to aid understanding of the following section and analyses. Indeed, it is noted that some of the 
previously reviewed empirical research incorporating a sociological lens with coach educators 
(e.g. Allanson, 2014; Cushion et al., 2017) could have also featured in this section. However, 
this section considers sociology and coach education more broadly, with the caveat of there 
being a focus on coach mentoring programmes (e.g. Sawiuk et al., 2016).  Due to the emerging 
usage and popularity of Bourdieu’s constructs in the coaching and coach education literature, 
and its use in this research, the review now introduces the constructs of habitus, field, capital, 
doxa, symbolic violence, illusio and practice. Following this, empirical research that has 
adopted a sociological approach is reviewed. 
 
2.6.1 Habitus 
Habitus is a Latin word relating to a “habitual or typical condition, state or appearance, 
particularly of the body” (Jenkins, 1992, p. 74) and has been used to overcome the subjectivism 
and objectivism divide. Thus, in being socialised subjectivity (Bourdieu, 1998), habitus 
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acknowledges the social in the individual (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992), and can be seen in 
practice as habitus is expressed through durable ways “of standing, speaking, walking, and 
thereby of feeling and thinking” (Bourdieu, 1990a, p. 70). Bourdieu (1977) suggested that the 
positions an agent occupies in a field can produce a certain habitus and therefore it is a useful 
concept that aids awareness and understanding of people’s (e.g. coaches and coach educators’) 
acquired dispositions (cf. Cushion et al., 2017; Light & Evans, 2013; Wacquant, 2008). Thus, 
habitus can consider the production and development of “individual and collective practices” 
(Bourdieu, 1990a, p. 54).  
Habitus has cognitive, affective and corporeal facets (Bourdieu, 1988a; Bourdieu & 
Wacquant, 1992), and dispositions are influenced by biography and social positions that shape 
perceptions, understandings, attitudes, tastes, discourse and ultimately practise (Bourdieu, 
1977). This has implications for coaches’ and coach educators’ practice; for example, ‘the logic 
of practice’ and ‘feel for the game’ – can be produced, reproduced, accepted and unquestioned 
(see Bourdieu, 1977, 1994). As an example, Townsend and Cushion’s (2015) research in a 
coach education context has highlighted how habitus can manifest itself through ways of 
perceiving and appreciating coach education, coaching practice and coaching knowledge. 
Thereby, habitus acts as a filter for agents engaging in new experiences (Bourdieu, 1984), and 
it seems sensible to consider the construct in relation to coach educators’ journeys.  
 
2.6.2 Field 
Bourdieu substituted the generic term ‘society’ with the concepts of ‘field’ and ‘social space’ 
(Bourdieu, 1984; Bourdieu, 1990a; Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992). For Bourdieu, field relates 
to social arenas where struggles can occur over certain resources and access to them (Bourdieu, 
1984; Bourdieu, 1990a; Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992; see also Jenkins, 1992). These arenas 
have structures of internal power relations and are fields of forces and struggles where agents 
contest and confront others in accordance to their position (Bourdieu, 1990a; Reed-Danahay, 
2004). Fields are categorised by structured systems of social relations at micro and macro levels 
and it is these relations that can determine and reproduce social activity (Grenfell & James, 
1998). The relationship between habitus and field sees habitus considering the subjective and 
field the objective and therefore they are mutually constituting (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992; 
Grenfell & James, 1998). Bourdieu (1989) explained: 
 
The relation between habitus and field operates in two ways. On the one side, it is a 
relation of conditioning: the field structures the habitus, which is the product of the 
embodiment of immanent necessity of a field (or of a hierarchically intersecting set of 
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fields). On the other side, it is a relation of knowledge or cognitive construction: habitus 
contributes to constituting the field as a meaningful world, a world endowed with sense 
and with value, in which it is worth investing one’s practice (Bourdieu, 1989, p. 44).     
 
Field is a “powerful heuristic” (Smith, 2012, p. 254) for considering social spaces within 
society and relates to agents’ pursuit of the goods or currency at stake (Bourdieu, 1989; 
Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992 see also Jenkins, 1992). A field does not exist in isolation and 
coaching can be viewed as a field made up of interconnecting relations as fields exist within 
fields and have sub-fields with their own orthodoxy and legitimacies (cf. Bourdieu, 1989; 
Grenfell & James, 1998). For example, education is a field consisting of interconnecting 
relationships between social agents; primary, secondary and tertiary education can be regarded 
as educational sub-fields and connect with fields away from education (Grenfell & James, 
1998). 
 Applied to coach education, it has been posited that “learning cultures are captured by 
the term field, which is considered to be a set of social relations that characterize particular 
social arenas (e.g. work, coach education)” (Griffiths & Armour, 2013, p. 680). Bourdieu and 
Wacquant (1992) proposed that the “boundaries of the field can only be determined by 
empirical investigation” (p. 100). Thus, such inquiry is essential to consider and understand 
power relations, internal and external influences, and investigate and understand the struggles 
that can exist (cf. Grenfell, 2007, inter alia). In the present research context, coach education 
is related and connected to coaching, and therefore can be viewed as a sub-field of the coaching 
field where coach educators practice and coaches learn how to coach. Without the coaching 
field, the coach education sub-field would not exist, serve any purpose, or have any connecting 
relations. The coach education sub-field consists of various social agents within a hierarchical 
structure, including for example senior SGB employees, coach developers, coach mentors, 
coach educators and coach learners, as interconnected social agents. Typically, agents initially 
experience and witness coaching as athletic participants in the coaching field prior to becoming 
coaches (Callary et al., 2011; Hassanin & Light, 2014; Sage, 1989, inter alia) and coach 
educators (Brasil et al., 2017). Then, their engagement as coach learners in the coach education 
sub-field enables them to re-enter the coaching field in the position of a certified coach. 
Similarly, coach educators also need to achieve tutor certification prior to entering the coach 
education sub-field as tutors, and, as reported in part one of this review, they need to adhere to 
the expected ways of doing things (see Allanson, 2014; Nelson et al., 2016a, inter alia). This 
indicates the nature of ‘power’ in coach education and power is something Bourdieu explains 
through various forms of ‘capital’ (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992). 
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2.6.3 Capital 
Bourdieu considered power through the concept of capital, which “functions both as a weapon 
and as a stake of struggle, which allows its possessors to wield a power, an influence, and then 
to exist, in the field” (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 98). Indeed, capital is not equally 
distributed or readily available to everyone and as such “scarcity of social resource is the 
lubricant of social systems” (Grenfell & James, 1998, p. 18). The dialectical nature of 
Bourdieu’s concepts of habitus, field and capital can be seen through capital as it only exists 
and functions in relation to a field (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992). In coaching and coach 
education, contrasting positions in the field and sub-field result in different quantities of capital 
associated with them (cf. Cushion, 2011a). Coach learners enter the coach education sub-field 
with a view to gaining the ‘goods’ at stake from coach educators (e.g. certification) and need 
to adhere to the rules in order to receive the goods to enter the coaching field as a coach. In this 
regard, as Ritzer (1996) highlighted, Bourdieu sees capital as a form of control over one’s and 
other’s future (as a form of power) and hence it exists in the coach education sub-field where 
coach educators have authority over coach learners’ development, accreditation and futures. 
Additionally, Bourdieu views field (or sub-field) positions as being competitive and therefore 
struggles occur as agents with varying amounts of capital pursue, accumulate and monopolise 
different types of capital (cf. Swartz, 1997). For example: 
 
These positions are objectively defined, in their existence and in the determinations they 
impose upon their occupants, agents or institutions, by their present and potential 
situation (situs) in the structure of the distribution of species of power (or capital) whose 
possession commands access to the specific profits that are at stake in the field, as well 
as by their objective relation to other positions (domination, subordination, homology, 
etc.) (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 97).  
 
Bourdieu (1986) explained that capital can exist in various forms. In coaching, social capital 
relates to the position an agent occupies (i.e. assistant or head coach, youth performer, or 
professional) and their connections; cultural capital relates to qualifications and experience 
(including cultural codes and language); physical capital (i.e. the athletic body and bodily 
participation in sport and its translation into other forms of capital); and symbolic capital may 
come from prestige and reputation (i.e. as a former elite athlete or coach) (cf. Bourdieu, 1986; 
see also Townsend & Cushion, 2015). Essentially, the workings of the field can determine what 
is symbolically valued and thus symbolic capital can be any of the other forms of capital too. 
Indeed, coaches can enter coaching roles and the coach education sub-field in advantaged (or 
disadvantaged) positions as they may already possess ‘valued’ capital (i.e. symbolic) from their 
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background and habitus (i.e. as a professional athlete) (see Blackett et al., 2015). Importantly, 
sub-field positions and struggles relate to capital (i.e. what is symbolically valued), with the 
‘currency’ of the sub-field being indicative of the positions occupied and thus contributing to 
the logic of practice (cf. Grenfell, 2010b) and ‘playing the game’ (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 
1992). As a result, social, cultural, and symbolic capital may influence dispositions, 
relationships, cultures and practice. Capital can help us to understand coach educators’ habitus 
by considering their journeys to reach the positions they currently occupy. The next section 
reveals that the misuse and misrecognition of power and capital should not be over-looked in 
coaching and coach education.  
 
2.6.4 Doxa and symbolic violence 
Coach education research (e.g. Townsend & Cushion, 2015) has suggested that adherence to 
the ruling principles that underpin fields can result in an orthodoxy and an intrinsic logic of 
practice that can remain unquestioned and accepted by agents situated within them – forming 
a doxic social environment (Grenfell, 2007, inter alia). The concept of doxa is “the point of 
view of those who dominate by dominating the state and who have constituted their point of 
view as universal by constituting the state” (Bourdieu, 1999, p. 57). Hence, this has been raised 
as an important consideration for researchers to consider. For example, “what of doxa, what of 
‘everything’ that goes without saying?” (Grenfell & James, 1998, p. 126). Doxa has been 
reported to exist in coach education (e.g. Townsend & Cushion, 2015) and occurs where 
‘universal interests’ and ‘popular opinion’ are presented and legitimised by those positioned in 
hierarchy as being “common to the whole group” (Bourdieu, 1979, p. 80). Most recently, 
doxa’s durable nature has been described as “a set of values shared among the dominant groups, 
which are often seen as legitimate – and the reproductive apparatus employed by the dominant 
group to secure their position” (Burke, 2018, p. 11). 
As mentioned earlier, the coach education sub-field is not unlike the related coaching 
field and consists of “a structured system of social positions that define the situation for its 
occupants” (Cushion & Jones, 2014, p. 278). Furthermore, “it has its own logic and taken-for-
granted structure of necessity and relevance” (Cushion & Jones, 2014, p. 278). Bourdieu (1984) 
explained: 
 
Misrecognition of the social determinants of the educational career – and therefore of the 
social trajectory it helps to determine – gives the educational certificate the value of a 
natural right and makes the educational system one of the fundamental agencies of the 
maintenance of the social order (Bourdieu, 1984, p. 387).  
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A field or sub-field can shape and control agents’ understandings and practice through their 
own field discourses and arbitrary dominant values (cf. Cushion, 2011a). Accordingly, doxa is 
closely linked with Bourdieu’s construct of symbolic violence, which can legitimise the status 
quo and dominant ideology through non-physical, ‘invisible’, and subtle forms of oppression 
on subordinate and complicit agents (Bourdieu, 1991). In relation to students’ career 
aspirations in mainstream school education, Connolly and Healy (2004) present a useful 
explanation of the workings of symbolic violence, in that it: 
 
represents the way in which people play a role in their own subordination through the 
gradual internalisation and acceptance of those ideas and structures that tend to 
subordinate them. It is an act of violence precisely because it leads to the constraint and 
subordination of individuals, but it is also symbolic in the sense that this is achieved 
indirectly and without overt and explicit acts of force or coercion (Connolly & Healy, 
2004, p. 15) 
 
Indeed, Bourdieu and Passeron (1977) emphasised that educational arenas facilitate social 
reproduction, and despite “masquerading as neutral and universal” (Gewirtz & Cribb, 2009, p. 
114), are fertile arenas for symbolic violence to occur. 
 
Every institutionalized educational system (ES) owes the specific characteristics of its 
structure and functioning to the fact that, by the means proper to the institution, it has to 
produce and reproduce the institutional conditions whose existence and persistence (self-
reproduction of the system) are necessary both to the exercise of its essential function of 
inculcation and to the fulfilment of its function of reproducing a cultural arbitrary which 
it does not produce (cultural reproduction), the reproduction of which contributes to the 
reproduction of the relations between the groups or classes (social reproduction) 
(Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977, p. 54). 
 
Coach education is an educational arena that, like coaching, can discourage change and 
innovation (see Hussain et al., 2012) and has been said to be illustrative of the process of social 
reproduction and “relates to the imparting of enduring values and an ideology that guides 
behaviour in accordance with given expectations” (Cushion & Jones, 2014, p. 277). Although 
the following contribution was reported some time ago, it still seems as though “those who do 
not follow the accepted coaching methods risk rejection from others in the profession” 
(Coakley, 1994, p. 201, emphasis added; cf. Jones & Thomas, 2015). Empirical and latent 
analyses can enable researchers to consider “the social conditions of struggle that shape cultural 
reproduction” (Swartz, 1997, p. 119; Bourdieu, 1977) through considering and understanding 
doxa and symbolic violence.   
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2.6.5 Illusio and practice 
Bourdieu’s sociology was founded on the “interpenetrative relationship between structure and 
agency” (Burke et al., 2018, p. 2). In considering the synergy between habitus, field and capital, 
Bourdieu considered the relational and interdependent nature of habitus, capital, field and 
social practice through the formula: (habitus) (capital) + field = practice (Bourdieu, 
1984[1979], p. 101). It is considered that these concepts help us to understand the ‘practical 
logic’ of agents’ lives (Bourdieu, 1984; see also Dalal, 2016). In relation to this, ‘illusio’ 
(Bourdieu, 2001), which is considered an under-utilised concept in education (see Colley & 
Guéry, 2015) and has lacked attention in coaching, is important for understanding social 
practice and is described as “speaking of interest” (Bourdieu, 1998, p. 76-77; Bourdieu, 2001). 
The concept relates to conscious, explicit and agentic practise (Colley, 2012) and considers 
commitment, emotions, values, beliefs and caring (Colley, 2012). Further, it can act as a strong 
force opposing change in a field or sub-field (e.g. Lupu & Empson, 2015) as it shows how 
agents can get caught up in the game and invest effort towards what is rewarded in the field 
(Bourdieu, 2001; Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992). Although there has been limited use of illusio 
in the literature, it is evident that agentic considerations, including ‘caring’ and ‘emotions’ in 
coaching (for coaches and athletes), have become topical over the last decade (e.g. Cronin & 
Armour, 2019; Annerstedt & Lindgren, 2014; Jones, 2009, inter alia). It was mentioned 
previously that coach educators experience pressures and challenges (e.g. Allanson, 2014, inter 
alia) and care about their roles (e.g. Brasil et al., 2017); therefore, emotions warrant greater 
consideration. Consequently, the concept of illusio should not be overlooked and its use could 
facilitate greater appreciation and understanding of coach education and coach educators. 
 This section has presented an overview of some of Bourdieu’s constructs that feature 
throughout the study. The following review content is structured in chronological order and 
indicates how sociology has been used by an increasing range of coaching scholars in coaching 
and coach education.   
 
2.7 Empirical coaching research and sociology 
Chesterfield et al.’s (2010) empirical study investigated six level four male football coaches’ 
perceptions of a level four SGB coach education programme. In-depth interviews were adopted 
to explore the coaches’ content knowledge and the assessment processes they experienced. The 
findings highlighted that coaches found coach educators’ guidelines and methods for practice 
inappropriate for their own contexts. Accordingly, coaches inwardly rejected, but outwardly 
accepted coach educators’ knowledge, beliefs and practice to suggest coach learning is a 
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contested and negotiated process and not a “one-size-fits all” (Chesterfield et al., 2010, p. 311) 
approach. The prescriptive pedagogy modelled by the coach educators led the authors to relate 
their findings to previous work (e.g. Nelson et al., 2006) in describing the ‘educational’ process 
akin to ‘indoctrination’. Unsurprisingly, the coaches reverted to their pre-existing methods 
following certification, and this resonates with more recent findings (e.g. Stodter & Cushion, 
2017). In using the sociological lens of Goffman (1959), the researchers suggested the coaches 
were ‘mimicking’ the actions of coach educators and participating in ‘synthetic coaching’ and 
‘impression management’ to appease the coach educators and receive certification. 
Accordingly, the researchers proposed there should be a greater focus on coaches’ histories and 
on ‘de-constructing’ coaches’ assumed ‘know how’ (see Anderson, 1997). In order to facilitate 
this process with coach learners, future research needs to investigate, understand, evaluate and 
deconstruct coach educators’ and SGBs ‘know how’. 
Piggott (2012) conducted a critical sociological investigation that explored coaches’ 
experiences of formal coach education with a view to determining “the extent to which they 
are considered useless and to describe their nature” (Piggott, 2012, p. 535). Twelve coaches 
(four female and eight male) from twelve sports took part in short semi-structured interviews. 
The author drew on Munz’s (1985) concept of ‘closed circles’ and described how the cores of 
social systems can be shielded from criticism, leading to the reproduction of knowledge and 
practice. Piggott (2012) utilised Bourdieu’s constructs to present the ‘self-perpetuating habitus’ 
and symbolic violence (Bourdieu, 1990a, 2001) that is apparent in coaching and coach 
education ‘fields’ through cultural reproduction. Some attention towards the coach educator 
role showed there were different experiences for coach educators operating in larger and 
smaller SGBs (the SGB ‘size’ was determined by the amount public funding received). The 
author reported that smaller SGBs endorsed a more non-interventionist and relaxed approach 
and highlighted this through a coach educator who instructed coaches to “go away and see what 
you’re comfortable doing; use your own methods to teach” (Piggott, 2012, p. 546). In these 
contexts, asking questions (to coach educators) and experimentation was encouraged, but this 
did not occur in less flexible, highly structured, larger SGBs. A coach reported that his coach 
educator (in a larger SGB) said, “don’t change it from the book” as “this is what the FA wants 
you to do; don’t change it” (Piggott, 2012, p. 548; cf. Taylor & Groom, 2016, inter alia).  
Piggott (2012) proposed that coach educators maintained and guarded their positions 
of power and established their authority through deifying their own knowledge through their 
experience and status (see also Cushion et al., 2017). The authors also noted that coach learners 
were dismissed through ‘dominant-subordinate’ ways (cf. Bourdieu, 1990a, 2001). Some coach 
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educators in larger and well-established SGBs (e.g. football and rugby union) failed to 
encourage and provide discussion periods (cf. Makopoulou, 2017) for the coach learners. This 
environment led to the coach learners’ acquiescence towards coach educators’ authority. One 
coach explained that she learned more from her peers on the course (cf. Christensen, 2014) 
than the coach educators. Piggott (2012) also added that some coaches failed to use the 
prescriptive course methods in their own coaching contexts (see also Chesterfield et al., 2010; 
Stodter & Cushion, 2017). Essentially, the coaches reported that they found the prescriptive 
and rigid rationalities ‘useless’; whereas, open and discursive programmes were welcomed. 
Through social theory, the author attempted to, “illuminate the shadowy ‘regime’ of formal 
coach education” (Piggott, 2012, p. 551) and suggested that “by rendering the states and 
mechanisms of domination more visible, they become less effective” (Piggott, 2012, p. 551). 
Although the interview durations were short, and the coaches’ certification levels and 
experience were modest (i.e. seven level one coaches and only three level three coaches), the 
findings make an interesting distinction between coach educators’ methods in larger and 
smaller SGBs. Through considering contextual differences for coach educators practicing in 
different sports and SGBs, this research was novel and highlights an additional gap in the 
literature warranting greater attention. 
Griffiths and Armour (2013) conducted empirical research on nineteen coaches’ and 
two coach educators’ biographies, beliefs and practice. The coach educators (sports not 
documented) briefly discussed their experiences and reflections of professional development.  
Although the coach educators were a minor feature of the paper, both indicated that 
professional non-sporting sources (e.g. ‘Jake’, a mechanical engineer, and, ‘Steve’, who’s 
partner was a headteacher), informed and aided their practice as coach educators (cf. Gearity 
et al., 2013, inter alia). For example, Jake’s occupation, as opposed to coach educator 
‘training’, informed his belief that coach education should “challenge coaches to examine their 
practice” (Griffiths & Armour, 2013, p. 685; cf. Chesterfield et al., 2010, inter alia). A 
Bourdieusian framework was drawn on to consider the interaction between the coach 
educators’ habitus and the coach education field. The authors posited that biographies and 
dispositions influence learning and cognition, and that learning should consider contextual, 
diverse and individualised learning opportunities. Accordingly, they suggested “there is a need 
for coach educators and researchers to acknowledge the conscious organisation of a coach’s 
habitus towards coach learning” (Griffiths & Armour, 2013, p. 686), which is an intended aim 
of the present study. Additionally, the researchers asserted that there was “a clear role for coach 
educators and governing bodies to consider how materials, pedagogies and assessment tools 
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are developed that serve to facilitate, confirm or challenge coaches’ learning dispositions 
towards professional development activities” (Griffiths & Armour, 2013, p. 677). The authors 
also recommended that “educators should focus on creating deliberative learning situations that 
expose, develop and nurture learning dispositions” (Griffiths & Armour, 2013, pp. 686-7). To 
date, little is known about coach educators’ backgrounds and how they influence their beliefs, 
roles and practice.  
In another study, Cushion and Jones (2014) undertook a Bourdieusian analysis of 
cultural reproduction to explore socialisation and the ‘hidden curriculum’ (cf. Piggott, 2012) 
in a professional football club’s academy. A ten-month ethnography incorporated participant 
observations two to four days a week that lasted from between two hours to all day. At the end 
of the season, in-depth interviews were conducted with five coaches alongside two focus group 
interviews with eight randomly selected players. The data collection and analysis processes 
consisted of field notes and interview data being examined inductively and was followed by 
the classification of themes to produce a descriptive account of the data. The final stage utilised 
a Bourdieusian framework that included notions of field, capital, practice and habitus, to 
support the analysis and interpretation, and move from description to abstraction. The findings 
highlighted that practice was ideologically laden, creating a ‘legitimate culture’ of oppression. 
The authors identified a ‘hidden curriculum’ resulting in culture and practices that gave players 
little autonomy and individuality, resulting in a process that reduced the young players to 
docility. Thus, symbolic violence was evident through the players’ complicity and obedience 
(cf. Bourdieu, 1991; Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992). Cushion and Jones (2014) presented the 
players’ perceptions of the doxic structure and culture as being the ‘ways things were’. 
Although this research did not focus on coach educators, it highlighted the effectiveness of 
Bourdieu’s constructs as an analytical lens, revealing how cultural reproduction, domination 
and oppression exists in coaching. 
Appreciating the significance of learning through experience and its implications for 
coach education, Hassanin and Light (2014) explored the influence of long-term, social, 
situated and cultural processes on three male rugby coaches’ constructions of coaching 
dispositions. The authors used conversational interviews and utilised a grounded theory 
methodological approach to investigate the impact of the different cultures and countries where 
the coaches had learned to coach. Bourdieu’s concept of habitus was used to frame the analysis 
and the construction of coaching habitus was related to personal experiences within school and 
club rugby (cf. Callary et al., 2011). Additionally, the authors revealed that coaching habitus 
was durable, distinct and linked to local culture, and they proposed coaches learn non-
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consciously over time through their involvement in sport. The specific socio-cultural contexts 
within which they were athletes and learned to coach rugby led to the field’s values and logic 
becoming embodied. The authors alluded to the relationship between field and habitus as being 
one that is dialectic (Bourdieu, 1990a) and this meant that whilst the logic of the field 
constituted the habitus, the coaches also influence the field and practice. The researchers 
acknowledged that their study only accessed three participants, but their findings offered an 
insight to how life history and culture can shape life trajectories and coaching dispositions. 
A related study by Christensen (2014) on eight male Danish football coaches utilised 
interviews to explore their learning stories and biographies. Inductive and deductive analyses 
were performed on the interview data and references were made to Jones et al.’s (2004) belief 
that interconnections between lives and practice need to be understood (see also Armour, 2006, 
2010). The author emphasised the complexity of coach learning and the importance of socio-
cultural and biographical influences and “the person behind the profession” (Christensen, 2014, 
p. 207). The findings also revealed the limited impact of formal coach education and that the 
coaches valued learning through study tours and excursions where they had social interaction 
and observed “other expert coaches in real situations” (Christensen, 2014, p. 213). In agreement 
with Piggott’s (2012) findings, Christensen (2014) posited that coach education systems were 
not meritocracies and incorporated power relations. The findings also revealed the lack of 
impact coach educators have on coaches’ journeys, concurring with other findings (e.g. Jones 
et al., 2003, 2004; Watts & Cushion, 2016, inter alia). Clearly, coach educators’ viewpoints on 
their reported lack of influence and power relations warrant greater attention. 
Power relations were also a feature of Lewis et al.’s (2015) empirical study which 
highlighted the struggles females can encounter in coach education in football (cf. Schlesinger 
& Weigelt-Schlesinger, 2012). The authors conducted one-off semi-structured interviews with 
ten female English football coaches. Bourdieu’s notions of social acceptance, symbolic 
language and power were used in their analysis and provided a sociological and theoretical 
insight into the ‘unknown world’ (Bourdieu, 1977) of female coaches’ experiences in formal 
coach education. Five thematic categories were constructed from the data, with Bourdieu’s 
concepts of capital, field and habitus used to explain the findings. Concerning attitudes, 
behaviour, sexual advances, misogyny and cultural practices towards female coaches were 
reported. Furthermore, the participants reported they had to ‘accept it…as this is how it’s done’ 
(Lewis et al., 2015, p. 34). The use of Bourdieu’s (1989) constructs of social and cultural capital 
suggested that the female coaches, due to their gender, possessed less capital in coach 
education. Further, the findings indicated how the female coaches felt power-less as the coach 
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educators’ (and male coaches) actions were felt “in such a way that they are [were] experienced 
as legitimate” (Jenkins, 1992, p. 104). The authors reported this reproduced the interests of the 
dominant group (see Bourdieu, 1977), as the female coaches experienced what Bourdieu 
termed as misrecognition: “the process whereby power relations are perceived not for what 
they objectively are, but in the form that renders them legitimate in the eyes of the beholder” 
(Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977, p. xiii). Unsurprisingly, these experiences had minimal impact 
on their learning and practice. Although the findings were only from ten coaches, the research 
revealed a worrying and alternative insight that is not separate from wider society. Without 
critical sociological inquiry, these practices and issues may not have been unearthed (cf. 
Piggott, 2012). Thus, giving voice to all agents in the sub-field is vital to enhance 
understanding, for improvements to be made, and to eradicate this behaviour. 
Blackett et al. (2015) conducted semi-structured interviews with eight male participants 
who were senior club directors in professional football and rugby union in England. The 
directors were integral to their club’s coach recruitment processes and the study sought to 
examine the knowledge and skills they desired when appointing head coaches. The authors 
used descriptive coding followed by selective coding prior to conceptualising the data via a 
Bourdieusian conceptual framework. The authors found that head coaches’ whose biographies 
included professional athletic careers were important and it was felt this aided their abilities to 
gain ‘respect’ from professional players (cf. Potrac et al., 2002). Further, the directors, who 
shared similar backgrounds to the coaches, felt ‘respect’ would come from good leadership 
skills, practical coaching skills and technical and tactical astuteness, indicating that an elite 
sporting habitus was commensurate with a performance coaching role. In essence, the ‘fast-
tracking’ of former players was promoted and perpetuated and viewed the coaches as having 
the required cultural ‘fit’ and “practical sense” (Bourdieu, 1998, p. 25; cf. Christensen, 2009) 
for these roles. Conversely, the desired skills for these roles were rarely associated with 
experiences and qualifications in formal provision with coach educators and highlighted a 
disjuncture between formal provision and the directors’ dispositions. Prospective head coaches 
possessing a similar habitus with the directors were deemed more favourable as they were 
perceived to have greater cultural and symbolic capital and highlighted how ‘symbolic capital 
enables forms of domination’ (Bourdieu, 2000, p. 166). Indeed, this approach to coach 
recruitment excluded coaches without similar socialisation and learning journeys and the 
authors reported this may result in the imposition of symbolic violence (Bourdieu, 1991). 
Despite the short interview durations of twenty-four to fifty-five minutes, Blackett et al. (2015) 
highlighted that coaches embodying the dispositions and practices that the hierarchy (e.g. club 
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directors) valorise can result in favourable access to elite coaching roles, further indicating a 
doxic system facilitating cultural reproduction. In this context, these journeys and dispositions 
appear to be considered as being pre-requisites of ‘successful’ coaching and coaches.  
A Bourdieusian analysis was also employed by Townsend and Cushion (2015) in elite 
cricket coach education. Semi-structured interviews averaging fifty-three minutes were 
conducted with ten ‘elite’ cricket coaches (nine male and one female) to seek their perceptions 
of a level four qualification. A ‘Programme Director’ (PD – a male coach developer and coach 
educator) was also interviewed and the data analyses included abductive reasoning and 
combined an inductive thematic analysis with a deductive Bourdieusian analysis. The authors 
considered the impact of habitus on knowledge production and how capital structures practice 
in this field. The findings suggested that coach education in this context was a complex social 
field with coaches actively involved in the “(re)production of coaching knowledge” (Townsend 
& Cushion, 2015, p. 1). The authors reported that the culture of elite-level cricket, its hierarchy, 
‘ex-players’ and the ‘value’ placed on elite playing experience perpetuated a doxic system (cf. 
Blackett et al., 2015). This uncovered tensions between coach education provision and 
perceptions towards and from elite cricket. The authors reported an “overreliance on 
legitimated experiential knowledge” (Townsend & Cushion, 2015, p. 9) that lead to the 
construction of an anti-intellectual agenda, seeing coach education as “a space of conflict and 
competition” (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 17; Townsend & Cushion, 2015, inter alia). 
Some coaches derided and were resistant to ‘new knowledge’ delivered by a non-sporting 
biomechanics tutor, and this highlighted the influence of habitus and those lacking physical, 
cultural and symbolic capital. Consequently, the authors suggested there was a ‘hysteresis’ 
effect (Bourdieu, 1977, 1994, 1996, 2000) whereby the coaches were ‘unsettled’ as this was 
‘out of line’ with their dispositions of elite-level cricket coaching being associated with elite 
playing experience. Nonetheless, perhaps the coaches’ feelings were justified? Though, so 
powerful and influential were the coaches’ existing ideologies that they “were unlikely to be 
challenged by coaches or tutors with less perceived symbolic and physical capital, thus limiting 
the impact of coach education and the advancement of coaching knowledge” (Townsend & 
Cushion, 2015, pp. 14-15). The authors concluded that the coaches’ and the PD’s habitus were 
both structured and structuring of legitimate knowledge in this sub-field of elite cricket coach 
education. Additionally, it was recommended that “coach education needs to be interrogated, 
critically explored, and reflected upon, to contribute to a more sophisticated understanding of 
coaching in order to progress the field and inform practitioners” (Townsend & Cushion, 2015, 
p. 16; cf. Griffiths & Armour, 2013).  
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 Lastly, Sawiuk et al.’s (2016) empirical study also resonated with the present research 
context in that it investigated fifteen mentors’ realities of formalised elite sports coaching 
mentoring programmes in the UK. Eight of the participants (one female and seven male) were 
also coach educators and individual interviews were analysed thematically (Braun & Clarke, 
2006) and read through a Bourdieusian lens (Bourdieu, 2004a, 2004b, 2007). Findings 
highlighted the need to understand the complexities of elite sports coaching and revealed the 
social, micro-political (cf. Potrac, 2016), institutional, and stakeholder complexities and 
suggested “mentoring programmes may be better conceptualized as a form of social control 
rather than being driven by pedagogical concerns” (Sawiuk et al., 2016, p. 619). The mentors 
referred to challenges, pressures, and struggles associated with obtaining funding for coach 
education including audit cultures (e.g. ‘hitting targets’ and ‘ticking boxes’), and the need to 
satisfy stakeholders and institutional agendas (see also Jones & Wallace, 2005; Hussain et al., 
2012; North, 2010; Taylor & Groom, 2016). The authors reported that this resulted in the 
neglect of a much-needed bespoke approach to coach development incorporating reflectivity, 
flexibility and a critical understanding of coaching for mentees. The authors asserted that “the 
corporation of education and the control of what is valued in learning rarely serve those whom 
they were designed to educate” (Sawiuk et al., 2016, p. 626; cf. Bourdieu, 2004a). Thus, greater 
research and engagement with institutions, their agendas, political influences and stakeholders 
are needed to shed light on the ‘over-formalised’ and highly structured, regulated and generic 
approaches to coach education. 
 
Summary 
This section has provided an insight into coaching scholars’ efforts through sociological 
inquiry. Indeed, coaching and coach educator roles are multi-faceted and complex endeavours, 
therefore, it seems logical to investigate these areas sociologically. It was noteworthy that 
interviewing techniques have consistently been adopted by scholars and despite the 
incorporation of ‘small’ sample sizes, these studies have provided nuanced understandings that 
have started to bring the “undiscussed into discussion” (Bourdieu, 1977, p. 168; cf. Piggott, 
2012). It was evident that the application of Bourdieu’s constructs provides a nuanced 
appreciation of coaching and coach education. Thereby, without critical sociological inquiry 
far less would be known. Indeed, biography, power and culture are recurring areas of discourse, 
but even sociologically orientated coaching scholars have afforded a lack of attention to coach 
educators and their voices.  
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2.8 Conclusion 
This two-part literature review has outlined and critiqued a range of published work 
surrounding coach educators, coach education, coaches’ learning and has considered (albeit to 
a lesser extent) PE and teacher education. The review has also shown that coaching and coach 
education (and teacher education) are social, cultural, political, challenging, complex and 
power laden. A feature of the review has been the influence of biography and personal 
experiences on dispositions, learning and practice. Accordingly, it was apparent that coaching 
and coach education can be arenas that facilitate cultural reproduction. Ironically, it could be 
that the ‘taken-for-granted’ nature and culture of coach education and coaches’ learning are 
reasons why coach educators have been overlooked. Equally, this may be related to the 
previously reported “lack of concern about how coaches learn” (Nelson & Cushion 2006, p. 
174). Conversely, struggles and concerns that can arise from ‘speaking out’ may have led to 
coach educators being hard to access and recruit for empirical research. Regardless, given the 
longitudinal history of coach education (see Lyle, 2002; Watts & Cushion, 2016), it is 
surprising that coach educators have received limited attention.  
Notwithstanding this, and as reported earlier (see chapter one), in being the ‘faces’ of 
formal coach education and CPD provision, it is evident that some coach educators have, 
however, been subjected to criticism from coaching scholars and coach learners. Indeed, 
research efforts may have been premature and arguably ‘unfair’ in criticising certain coach 
educators and in offering solutions without fully understanding members of the coach 
development workforce and their varied roles. To date, empirical research has generally 
struggled or failed to offer coach educators a platform to be understood, heard, or to respond 
to criticism. Further, the certification and educational processes of coach educators and their 
perceptions of these experiences remain under-researched. There are thus substantive gaps in 
the literature needing to be addressed in order to provide a more comprehensive appreciation 
of coach educators as people, and of their journeys, experiences, practice, roles, realities and 
their perceptions of coach learning and coach education. In turn, their personal learning needs 
remain an under-developed area in the literature.  
As seen within teacher education and teacher educators (e.g. White, 2019, inter alia), 
greater definitional clarity of professional educators is needed. A coach educator and coach 
developer can be two separate roles and therefore should not be considered and presented as a 
homogenous group. Future research needs to clearly establish and define the research 
participants, topic and context. Of course, whether it be a coach educator, coach developer, or 
mentor, each person and sub-group plays an integral role in the development of coaches.  
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Finally, future research efforts may benefit from recognising that coach education and coach 
educators are not mutually exclusive, and therefore neither should be researched in isolation.  
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Chapter Three 
Research Methodology  
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3.1 Introduction 
This chapter outlines the methodology and the underpinning rationale for the research methods 
used. As outlined in chapter one, the research set out to address the main research question and 
two sub-questions: 
 
Research question: 
- In the context of coach education in the UK, what are the backgrounds, experiences 
and understandings of selected coach educators? 
 
Sub questions 
- With a given sample of coach educators, what are their perceptions and beliefs about 
coach learning and coach education?  
- With this sample, what are the coach educators’ perceptions of their own practice, 
roles and realities? 
 
Initially, attention is given to the research paradigm, research context, my background as the 
researcher, the evolution of the research, and the processes involved. Details of the participants, 
their recruitment and ethical considerations are outlined before explaining the data collection 
and data analysis procedures. Crucially, critical consideration of my positioning as the 
researcher (i.e. as an insider and outsider) and as a practitioner conducting research is offered, 
and a critical account of the research and methods employed are made.  
 
3.2 Research paradigm 
Researchers’ assumptions and beliefs guide their endeavours and are referred to as a paradigm 
which is a “set of interrelated assumptions about the social world that provides a philosophical 
and conceptual framework for the organized study of that world” (Filstead, 1979, p. 34; Denzin 
& Lincoln, 2018). Therefore, “paradigms orient and represent particular ways of thinking” and 
“are grounded in certain assumptions about nature and reality” (Mallett & Tinning, 2014, p. 
12; Smith & McGannon, 2018). Consequently, my paradigmatic stance is important at the 
outset and my position and assumptions need to be outlined (cf. Lincoln, 2010, 2017).  
Denzin and Lincoln (2008, 2018) have suggested that ontology and epistemology are 
interrelated concepts that, combined with a methodology, help us to understand the 
assumptions that guide researchers, their questions and research (Smith & McGannon, 2018). 
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Ontology considers the nature of reality and being and can be viewed as a distinct branch of 
philosophy relating to key metaphysical questions concerning the world; thus, it is concerned 
with the “form and nature of reality, and what can be known about that reality” (Ponterotto 
2005, p. 130). One’s ontological position considers the nature of existence (Mallett & Tinning, 
2014) and influences researchers’ efforts (Gill, 2011; Hesse-Biber, 2017) as one “must possess 
an idea about what can be known at all” (Atkinson, 2012, p. 148). Epistemology is also a branch 
of philosophy but concentrates on knowledge production and how we know what we know 
(Crotty, 1998; Sparkes & Smith, 2014). Specifically, it is defined as “the study of the origin, 
nature, methods and limits of human knowledge” (Atkinson, 2012, p. 61) and considers the 
relationship between the inquirer and the would-be knower (Smith & McGannon, 2018; 
Sparkes & Smith, 2014). 
Constructionist and interpretivist research tend to adopt an ideographic approach that 
acknowledges historical, personal and biographical influences (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; 
Edwards & Holland, 2013). Interpretivist approaches are underpinned by the assumption that 
reality is socially constructed, and reject positivistic assumptions that incorporate explanation, 
control and generalisations (see Atkinson, 2012; Smith & McGannon, 2018). Thus, they assist 
researchers’ aims to describe and interpret people’s lived experiences (Coe, 2012; Denzin, 
2017; Dowling-Naess, 1996). I wanted this research to avoid the “belief that the social worlds 
(e.g. people, culture, social practices and social institutions) can be examined and understood 
through the positivistic assumptions and methodologies natural sciences use to examine the 
physical world” (Potrac et al., 2014, p. 32).  
Thereby, my position aligned to the view that “all knowledge, and therefore all 
meaningful reality…is contingent upon human practices, being constructed in and out of 
interactions between human beings and their world” (Crotty, 2003, p. 42). Social 
constructionists and critical theorists (e.g. Cushion et al., 2017; see Potrac et al., 2014, inter 
alia) agree in multiple realities (Sparkes & Smith, 2014) and focus on the ‘social’ through 
human interaction and how this can aid the construction of social realities and worlds (e.g. 
Marvasti, 2004). In relation to social constructionism, we need to be critical, aware, and “ever 
suspicious” (Burr, 1995, p. 2) about any taken-for-granted understandings of the social world, 
and mindful of power relations. As seen earlier (see chapter two, sections 2.6 and 2.7), the 
understandings and workings of social fields and power relations are topics that several 
coaching scholars through a Bourdieusian lens have focused on in recent years (e.g. Blackett 
et al., 2015; Lewis et al., 2015, inter alia), including research on coach educators (e.g. Cushion 
et al., 2017). 
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Accordingly, I adopted a qualitative approach that was creative and interpretive 
(Denzin & Lincoln, 2018) and aligned with my assumptions and the objectives of the research. 
Qualitative inquiry in coaching research has gained popularity in recent years (Potrac et al., 
2014) and although there are different descriptions of qualitative research, it has been defined 
as follows: 
 
Qualitative research consists of a set of interpretive, material practices that make the 
world visible. These practices…turn the world into a series of representations. At this 
level, qualitative research involves an interpretive, naturalistic approach to the world. 
This means that qualitative researchers study things in their natural settings, attempting 
to make sense of, or interpret phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to them 
(Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 3; Denzin & Lincoln, 2018). 
 
Similarly, qualitative research has also been considered as “a form of social inquiry that focuses 
on the way people interpret and make sense of their experiences and the world in which they 
live” (Sparkes & Smith, 2014, p. 14; Crouch & McKenzie, 2006). This definition resonates 
with the aims of the current research concerning coach educators’ experiences, roles, meaning 
making and realities that was “underpinned by ontological relativism (i.e., reality is multiple, 
created, and mind-dependent) and epistemological constructionism (i.e., knowledge is 
constructed and subjective)” (Smith, 2013, p. 111; Smith & McGannon, 2018). Therefore, a 
relativist ontological position and a subjectivist epistemology enabled an understanding and 
interpretation of coach educators’ worlds (cf. Sparkes & Smith, 2014). However, knowledge 
was not only constructed by the participants, but also by me (cf. Lincoln & Guba, 2000; 
Creswell & Creswell, 2018), meaning that knowledge was socially co-constructed where I 
acted “as a reflexive ‘instrument’ whose biography and positioning influence all stages of a 
study” (Carless & Douglas, 2013, p. 28; cf. Burke et al., 2018; Etherington, 2004; Robbins, 
2007). Likewise, I needed to be mindful to, as Lave (2012) highlighted, “our biographies and 
professions make it all too tempting to project academic, conventional theoretical assumptions 
about learning and knowing onto the ‘rest of’ the world” (Lave, 2012, p. 161; see also Jones & 
Turner, 2006). This is explored in greater detail in section 3.4.  
 
3.3 Research context 
In the UK alone, there are just over 1.3 million sports coaches who deliver sports coaching to 
around seven million participants annually (McIlroy, 2016). More than fifty sports work with 
‘UK Coaching’ (formerly ‘sports coach UK’), of which over thirty have UKCC endorsed 
formal coach education pathways (UK Coaching, 2017). It was highlighted earlier (see chapter 
one, p. 2) that the UKCC represents a nationally recognised professional framework for coach 
65 
 
education programmes that meet the government’s skills agenda (see DCMS, 2002; McQuade 
& Nash, 2015; UK Coaching, 2017). This framework consists of four tiers of certification 
typically categorised as: coaching assistant (L1), independent coach (L2), advanced/senior 
coach (L3) and master/head coach (L4) (ICCE, 2012; cf. McQuade & Nash, 2015). A few years 
ago, it was reported that around half a million of the 1.1 million UK ‘coaches’ were unqualified 
(sports coach UK, 2011). More recent figures indicate that around 70% of the 1.3 million 
coaches are now qualified (McIlroy, 2016). With over nine-hundred thousand coaches being 
certified as ‘ready to practice’ by coach educators.  
 
3.4 The researcher 
In qualitative research, it is considered good practice to include some information on the 
researcher (Patton, 2002, 2015). Indeed, this is important as researchers’ interests and 
“questions do not arise out of thin air” (Gill, 2011, p. 309; cf. Lefebvre, Martin, Cote, & 
Cowburn, 2019). Scholars can deny or dismiss that their research endeavours “play out 
historical, political choices and commitments” (Lave, 2012, p. 161; cf. Lefebvre et al., 2019), 
but “research carried out by anyone is a political-historical process” (Lave, 2012, p. 161). Thus, 
“researchers must acknowledge research itself as a political act” (Drake & Heath, 2011, p. 23). 
As such, although I have never been employed as a coach educator in formal coach education, 
I practise as a coach and as a university teacher of sport coaching in tertiary education (see also 
section 1.4, pp. 10-11). In this sense, I was not an ‘insider’ exclusively in the research context, 
as this thesis investigated coach educators employed by SGBs (i.e. it is a role I have not been 
trained and certificated to perform), but I do have knowledge of coaching and coach education. 
Accordingly, I shared similarities with the participants, and these are discussed here along with 
the influence that my background had on my choice of research topic. To this end, I as the 
researcher shaped the interest, selection, direction and interpretation of the study. Hence, I 
discuss how my past experiences impacted and related to the study (e.g. as the researcher) and 
to the researched (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). 
I began this research as an experienced coach with extensive prior and current 
involvement with playing sport, coaching and teaching sport, and teaching experience in 
further and tertiary education. Also, as a former recipient of coaching, (cf. Hassanin & Light, 
2014; Lefebvre et al., 2019; Sage, 1989, inter alia) I was able to experience sport under various 
coaches in the UK and overseas in participation, developmental and performance coaching 
domains (Lyle, 2002). This meant that I possessed symbolic and social capital in the coaching 
field and some, albeit to a far lesser extent, in the coach education sub-field (Blackett et al., 
66 
 
2015; Bourdieu, 1986, 2000; McKenzie, 2018). Overall, my longitudinal experiences of 
coaches, coach educators and coach education across a variety of sports has been mixed. As a 
practicing coach today, I continue to witness the complexities and challenges of the coaching 
role and coaching process (cf. Cooper & Allen, 2018; Cushion, 2007, inter alia), and in my 
current position assist with the development of learner coaches in tertiary education. Indeed, 
managing these challenges have not become easier, they have simply changed.  As with society, 
they are furthermore ever-changing in relation to any given context (see Gearity et al., 2013; 
Watts & Cushion, 2016). 
 My tertiary education experiences and my scholarly interest enables me to consider 
how my journey and biography (cf. Bourdieu, 1988a; Coakley, 1994; Hesse-Biber, 2017; Sage, 
1989; Stodter & Cushion, 2017) shapes my outlook, understandings, coaching practice and this 
research. Through considering my own habitus construction, it becomes clear that during the 
early years of my coaching career I assumed my practice was ‘correct’ and thus it was taken-
for-granted. If it were not for my tertiary education experiences and my motivation to improve 
and develop, my strong playing and coaching identity, formed in a distinctive sporting sub-
culture (cf. Coakley, 1994; Watts & Cushion, 2016, inter alia), may have led to me being 
slightly ignorant, defensive and unable to embrace or even recognise alternatives. Hence, the 
unsettling of my habitus, through what Bourdieu referred to as a ‘hysteresis effect’ (Bourdieu, 
1996, 2000), challenged my ‘ontological security’ (Giddens, 1987) and started to facilitate 
change (Lizardo & Strand, 2010). Consequently, I started to doubt, evaluate and question 
myself by viewing coaching and my coaching practice differently and more critically.  
Fundamentally, situated sporting and tertiary experiences were (and remain) vital for 
my personal ‘coach education’ and ongoing learning journey. Importantly, they help to explain 
why (cf. Gill, 2011; cf. Patton, 2002, 2015) I chose to undertake research in this area (cf. 
Lefebvre et al., 2019). In this regard, the notion of ‘bias’ and the assumptions underpinning my 
intentions and practice warrant additional recognition. Historically, qualitative researchers 
have emphasised that without any bias, they would be stranded in their office (Hesse-Biber, 
2017; Sparkes and Smith, 2014; Wolcott, 1995). It is important that I acknowledge this. 
Furthermore, researchers must “understand that bias itself is not the problem” but rather “one’s 
purposes and assumptions need to be made explicit and used judiciously to give meaning and 
focus to the study” (Wolcott, 1995, p. 165; Brinkmann, 2018; Denzin & Lincoln, 2018). 
Denying or ignoring bias would relate to complete objectivity, and therefore ‘good’ bias (e.g. 
reflexive thinking and self-awareness) is welcomed, whereas ‘bad’ bias (e.g. prejudice) 
becomes the “true foe of the qualitative researcher” (Sparkes & Smith, 2014, p. 182; 
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Brinkmann, 2018; Wolcott, 1995). Indeed, I have attended many coach education courses over 
several decades in different sports and felt uninspired. Conversely, one coach educator did 
inspire me and remains an influence on my practice today. In my case, I recognise that my 
tertiary experiences, interest in scholarship and certain scholars have led me to think about 
coaching and coach education differently. I feel these experiences have gone some way to 
equipping me to be reflexive and self-aware, for example. 
In addition, it must be acknowledged that if my coach education experiences had been 
overwhelmingly ‘positive’ (and the literature also) I may not have ‘left the office’ to undertake 
this research. Selecting this research area then is an indication of my ‘bias’ and equally this 
could be extended to how I viewed the participants and thought about the data when I came to 
embark on the analysis. In turn, this will impact how readers perceive my research. It is hoped 
the above goes some way to explaining how my background impacts my scholarship (see Drake 
& Heath, 2011) and is an area that is discussed further (see sections 3.5.5 and 3.6). In relation 
to this, throughout the research, in a Bourdieusian fashion, I am aware of the importance of 
reflexivity (cf. Burke, Thatcher, Ingram, & Abrahams, 2018).  
 
3.5 Method 
Following institutional ethical approval (see Appendix B and section 3.5.3), semi-structured 
interviews were conducted to explore sixteen coach educators’ life experiences and hear their 
voices. The interviews aimed to gain detailed insight into the coach educators’ biographies and 
their athletic, coaching, and educational journeys and experiences (see section 3.5.4 for 
interview as method section). Similar approaches have previously offered insights into 
coaches’ biographies, dispositions, journeys and development (e.g. Callary et al., 2011; 
Christensen, 2014; Douglas et al., 2016; Gearity et al., 2013; Jones et al., 2003, 2004, inter 
alia) and more recently coach educators (e.g. Brasil et al., 2017). Throughout the research, I 
felt it was “indispensable to try to make explicit the intentions and procedural principles that 
we put into practice” (Bourdieu, 1996, p. 18).  
 
3.5.1 Procedure 
In developing the interview guide (see section 3.5.4) I engaged with the coach education and 
coach learning literature and educational research that had adopted biographical approaches 
with coaches and teachers. I then liaised with established coaching scholars regarding the 
design and content of the questions and structure of the interview guide. Having developed an 
interview guide, I conducted three pilot interviews; this process involved a senior lecturer 
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familiar with qualitative research (who had worked in sport as a chartered physiotherapist and 
was a SGB certified coach), a practicing part-time coach educator and an oncology nursing 
research sister experienced in interviewing techniques. It was felt this would aid the research 
as those involved in the pilot process shared similarities with the participants involved in the 
main study (cf. Cushion, 2014; Lefebvre et al., 2019; Purdy, 2014).  
Two of the participants involved in the pilot process had greater experience as 
researchers and interviewers than I had and working with them at this stage served to enhance 
my understanding and abilities. The oncology research sister was particularly helpful in passing 
on her interview experiences around enabling interviewees to feel comfortable during the 
interview process, particularly if sensitive and difficult topic areas materialised (cf. Creswell 
& Creswell, 2018). The interview guide was reviewed by all three parties and following this 
each person participated in the pilot interviews. All three members were invited to discuss their 
careers and lives and how these had been lived over time, with a focus on biography (i.e. family, 
sport, education, workplace, role and practise). The interviews were recorded and then listened 
to and discussed with each participant. Feedback was considered, and based on this, minor 
modifications were made to two questions to enhance their clarity, avoid repetition, and to alter 
one potentially ‘leading’ question. The pilot interviews did not feature in the main study. 
 
3.5.2 Sampling and participants 
My teaching and coaching background and current academic role assisted me in purposively 
selecting ‘information rich’ participants (Creswell & Creswell, 2018) and through various 
contacts I had privileged access to coach educators who might not otherwise had been reached 
(Drake & Heath, 2011). Criterion-based sampling and snowball sampling techniques were used 
(cf. Morris, 2015; Sparkes & Smith, 2014) to recruit coach educators from SGBs in the UK. In 
order to have had ‘reasonable’ exposure to the coach educator role, the participants were 
required to have at least two years of experience as a coach educator. Ten of the participants 
were known to me (the implications of this will be further discussed) and snowball sampling 
enabled me to be directed to additional coach educators.  Gaining access through telephone and 
e-mail communication was a relatively straightforward process and participants were also sent 
a more detailed information sheet about the research (see Appendix C). The initial contact and 
communication provided an opportunity to discuss the participants’ willingness to enter the 
study and arrange the venue, date and time of the interviews.  
I found the availability (and perhaps willingness) of some of the coach educators to 
commit to and schedule the interviews more problematic. For example, their family 
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commitments, working lives, unsocial hours, and personal hobbies and athletic commitments, 
all needed to be considered when arranging the interviews. Indeed, the limited availability of 
some of the participants is not uncommon in qualitative studies (Carless & Douglas, 2013, inter 
alia). I felt the interviews (Hesse-Biber, 2017) would enable me to pursue “an unusual research 
opportunity” and to potentially gain “fruitful insights” (Carless & Douglas, 2013, p. 29) of 
coach educators. The flexibility afforded by this greatly aided my ability to conduct this type 
of inquiry.  
An intended heterogeneous approach to recruitment led to coach educators from 
multiple sports and SGBs being approached and involved. This facilitated an exploration of 
various sporting contexts, cultures, types and contrasting SGBs. In addition, I wanted to explore 
coach educators working across a range of certification levels. For example, would there be 
differences in understandings, knowledge and roles between coach educators working at 
contrasting levels and in different sporting SGBs? What were their journeys and how did their 
experiences shape their outlooks?  
In total, sixteen part-time coach educators (thirteen male and three female) were 
recruited (see Table 1.0, pp. 70-71).  According to Crouch and McKenzie (2006, p. 483), such 
a sample size can be interpreted as being ‘small’, but it aimed “to facilitate the researcher’s 
close association with the respondents” (an area discussed in due course). The coach educators 
practiced across nine English counties and operated in nine different sports (see Table 2.0, p. 
71): hockey (two), futsal (one), football (three), rugby league (one), tennis (two), netball (two), 
rounders (one), boxing (one) and swimming (three). Therefore, ten coach educators operated 
in team sport environments and six in individual sport contexts; these included combat, strike 
and field, and net/racquet sports. As mentioned earlier, ten of the coach educators were already 
known to me which could be considered as a potential point of ‘bias’ (see Groom, Cushion, & 
Nelson, 2011). However, aligning with Groom et al.’s (2011) stance, I felt this recruitment 
method would provide a better likelihood of accessing a specific group of participants who 
rarely feature in the literature (cf. Brewer & Sparkes, 2011; Carless & Douglas, 2013; Creswell 
& Creswell, 2018; Morris, 2015). Also, ‘knowing’ participants is not an uncommon occurrence 
in qualitative coaching research (e.g. Gearity et al., 2013; e.g. Gould, Dieffenbach, & Moffett, 
2002). Although I am not a coach educator practitioner, I do have first-hand experience of their 
practice (e.g. as a coach learner), and because of my biography, I was mindful of the importance 
of attempting to strive for and “maintain analytical distance” (discussed in section 3.5.4) 
(Sparkes & Smith, 2014, p. 183; cf. Brewer & Sparkes, 2011; Robey & Taylor, 2018).  
Informed consent was requested (see Appendix D) and received from all participants and in 
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keeping with standard ethical protocol they were aware that they could withdraw from the study 
at any time (cf. Sparkes & Smith, 2014).  
Apart from one volunteer coach, fourteen coach educators were also practicing (paid) 
SGB certified coaches ranging from level two to level five. One coach educator was not 
coaching at the time of the study. The coach educators were aged between twenty-four and 
fifty-four years old and all had athletic experience in the sport they were employed in. Two of 
the coach educators had been professional athletes (for one year and fifteen years respectfully) 
and two had performed to ‘national standard’ in their sports. The participants’ coaching 
experience ranged from eight to twenty-two years, while their experience as coach educators 
ranged from two to twenty years. Ten participants had gained qualifications in tertiary 
education, including a range of undergraduate and postgraduate awards. All but one of the 
tertiary qualifications had a ‘sporting’ emphasis (i.e. sports science, coaching, PE and strength 
and conditioning), whilst one was in business studies. To my knowledge this sample represents: 
a) currently the largest number of coach educators to participate in this type of empirical 
research; b) includes the largest number of different sports (nine) in a single empirical study of 
this nature; and c) considers coaches (levels one to five) and coach educators (levels one to 
four) with a broad range of SGB certification and CPD engagement.   
 
Table 1.0: A Table Providing an Overview of the Participants’ Level of Coaching Certification, 
Tertiary Education, Coaching Experience and Coach Educator Experience and Level. 
 
Participant SGB Coaching 
Certification 
Tertiary 
education 
Coaching 
experience 
(years) 
Coach 
educator  
(years) 
Coach 
educator  
Level 
Henry Level 3 PG 8 4 2 
Ben Level 3 UG 8 2 2 
Kris Level 3 PG 19 7 2 
Brian Level 5 UG 20 12 4 
Colin Level 4 PG 22 20 4 
Ernie Level 3 UG 20 6 2 
Fred Level 4 No 20 12 3 
James Level 2 PG 12 10 2 
Ruth Level 2 No 10 7 2 
Sarah Level 3 UG 8 6 2 
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John Level 4 No 12 10 3 
Mick Level 2 No 6 4 1 
Angus Level 3 No 15 10 2 
Sam Level 3 UG 16 12 2 
Peter Level 3 No 10 8 2 
Joan Level 2 PG 11 7 2 
 
 
 
Table 2.0: A Table Showing the Distribution of the Coach Educators’ Sports. 
 
 Boxing 
 
Swimming Netball Rounders Rugby 
League 
Tennis 
 
Football 
 
Hockey 
 
Futsal 
 
 
Number 
of coach 
educators 
 
 
1 
 
3 
 
2 
 
1 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
2 
 
1 
 
The following provides a brief summary of the sixteen participants involved in the study. To 
protect the participants’ anonymity, details of their specific tertiary achievements, coaching 
contexts and workplaces are not outlined. 
 
Henry: Henry was a level two certified coach and had eight years of coaching experience. He 
had four years of experience as a coach educator (levels one and two). Henry had postgraduate 
qualifications, worked in higher education and coached part-time.  
 
Ben: Ben had an undergraduate degree and was a level three coach. He worked in further 
education (FE) as a lecturer and had eight years coaching experience. He had been a coach 
educator for two years (level one and two). He coached part-time in a University role and 
coached disability sport. 
 
Kris: Kris spent time in a professional club environment as a youth athlete. He had worked as 
a PE teacher, a teacher in higher education, was a level three coach and coached part-time. 
He had been a coach educator for seven years (levels one and two) and a qualified coach for 
nineteen years.  
 
Brian: Brian worked in a University in a full-time sports development role (including coach 
development). He was a level five coach. He had been a coach educator for twelve years (levels 
one to four) and had twenty years of coaching experience and an undergraduate degree. He 
was not an active coach at the time of the interview. 
 
Colin: Colin had competed in his sport at national level. He had twenty-two years of coaching 
experience (level four) and had twenty years educating experience (level one to three). He 
worked as a coach and teacher in FE. He had a postgraduate degree. 
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Ernie: Ernie had performed to national league standard. He was a part-time coach (level three) 
with twenty years of coaching experience. He had worked as a coach educator for six years 
(levels one to three) and had a part-time university coach development role. He had a degree 
in business studies. 
 
Fred: Fred had been a professional athlete for fifteen years and had twenty years of coaching 
experience. He was a level four coach and worked in a full-time FE coaching role. He had not 
entered tertiary or further education. He had been a coach educator for twelve years (levels 
one to three).  
 
James: James worked as a sports lecturer in HE and was a part-time voluntary coach. He had 
twelve years of coaching experiences, was a level two coach, and had delivered coach 
education levels one and two for ten years. He had a postgraduate degree.   
 
Ruth: Ruth had ten years coaching experience (level two) and seven years of experience as a 
coach educator delivering levels one and two. She had not entered tertiary or further education. 
 
Sarah: Sarah had eight years of coaching experience and was a level three coach. She was 
educated to postgraduate level and had six years of experience as a coach educator (levels one 
and two). 
 
John: John was a level four certified coach with twelve years of experience and a coach 
educator (level three) for ten years. He had not entered further or tertiary education. 
 
Mick: Mick had six years of coaching experience (level two). He had been a level one coach 
educator for three years and had not entered FE or tertiary education.     
 
Angus: Angus had fifteen years of coaching experience (level three) and had delivered coach 
education (one to level three) for eleven years. He had not entered further or tertiary education. 
 
Sam: Sam was a level four coach with sixteen years of coaching experience and twelve years 
of coach educator experience (level three). He had a postgraduate degree in a sport-related 
discipline.  
 
Peter: Peter had ten years of coaching experience (level three). He had been a coach educator 
(level three) for eight years. He had not entered further or tertiary education. 
 
Joan: Joan had eleven years of coaching experience (level two) and was a qualified PE teacher. 
She was a level two coach educator with seven years of experience.  
 
3.5.3 Ethical considerations 
In line with Loughborough University’s ethical approval requirements for this study, 
anonymity and confidentiality for participants within this research were paramount. A 
participant information sheet including the details and purpose of the research, confidentiality 
assurances, and withdrawal rights were distributed to each coach educator ahead of the study 
and participants signed an informed consent form prior to data collection (see Appendices B, 
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C and D). Ten coach educators expressed concern about their identity and the information they 
provided remaining confidential and additional consideration was therefore needed in order to 
protect the coach educators’ identities. In light of this and contrary to recent qualitative 
coaching research that presents participants’ details of age, sport, region, SGB qualifications, 
tertiary education and so forth (e.g. Townsend & Cushion, 2015), the decision was made to 
withhold certain information to reduce the risk of the participants being identified. For 
example, some sports have a small workforce of accredited coach educators and this posed a 
higher risk of identification. Hence, it was felt that the coach educators’ names, gender, 
coaching certification level, delivery level and sport, should not be summarised in a table 
format as this could expose the participants’ identities. Accordingly, each participant was 
allocated a pseudonym and the coach educators reported they felt comfortable and re-assured 
with this arrangement, suggesting the research area could be a ‘sensitive topic’ (Creswell & 
Creswell, 2018). The participants were also offered the opportunity to review the transcribed 
interviews, but all declined. Four coach educators expressed an interest in viewing the findings 
on completion of the research. 
 
3.5.4 Interview as method 
Brinkmann (2018, p. 577) reported that “the interview has become one of the most common 
ways of producing knowledge in the human and social sciences”, adding, they “are routinely 
employed in education, sociology, communication, anthropology, psychology, and many other 
disciplines.” In particular, Creswell and Creswell (2018) claimed that qualitative interviews are 
useful because participants can provide historical information and data. On the other hand, 
Edwards and Holland (2013) noted that the “systematic use of interviews as a social research 
method in their own right (rather than part of observation, for example) to explore people’s 
understandings of their lives and aspects of their experiences is relatively recent, from the latter 
part of the twentieth century” (p. 11). In sport coaching, the use of interviews is a well-
established method (e.g. Brasil et al., 2017; Purdy, 2014; Jones et al., 2004, inter alia), offering 
“the potential for understanding and gaining a ‘rich’ insight into a person’s perspective” (Purdy, 
2014, p. 161). To this end, this method was selected to assist me in gathering the data to address 
the research questions, in order to develop “a better understanding of what coaches [coach 
educators] do and why, and how they [coach educators] interpret their work and their role.” 
(Purdy, 2014, p. 161, emphases added). 
The research questions influenced the type of interview selected (Hesse-Biber, 2017; 
Sparkes & Smith, 2014) and were informed by the literature review. Semi-structured 
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qualitative interviews were chosen as they aligned with the aims of the research in a number of 
ways. Brinkmann (2018, p. 579) suggested: 
 
…semi-structured interviews can make better use of the knowledge-producing potentials 
of dialogue by allowing much more leeway for following up on whatever angles are 
deemed important by the interviewee, and the interviewer has a greater chance of 
becoming visible as a knowledge-producing participant in the process itself…  
 
Indeed, they provide “exploratory and descriptive data” (Hesse-Biber, 2017, p. 106) which 
were required because of the paucity of research and knowledge about coach educators (cf. 
Allanson et al., 2019). Further, “...one-to-one semi-structured interviews allow for an in-depth 
examination of an individual’s attitudes, opinions, beliefs, and values with respect to a 
particular phenomenon” (Purdy, 2014, p. 161), which offered a platform for the coach 
educators’ voices to be heard and considered. Thus, the benefits of semi-structured interviews 
are evident in this exploratory research with coach educators as “exploratory research seeks to 
investigate an area that has been under-researched” (Hesse-Biber, 2017, p. 13). Accordingly, 
the interviews investigated coach educators’ biographies and how they experienced their 
worlds and their lived experiences (Brinkmann, 2018). Furthermore, I wanted to conduct each 
interview using a traditional face-to-face approach based upon previous research which has 
reported weaknesses (e.g. absence of visual cues) with using other formats (e.g. telephone 
interviews) (see Sparkes & Smith, 2014). 
Morris (2015) suggested that the research questions lay the foundations of the interview 
guide and these alongside my knowledge of the coaching literature informed the broad areas 
included within the guide I developed (cf. Purdy, 2014). The semi-structured approach to the 
interviews meant that I had a list of questions and topics that related closely to my research 
questions and that I wanted to address (see Appendix E for the interview guide), but it also 
gave me the flexibility to explore additional topic areas (Edwards & Holland, 2013; Hesse-
Biber, 2017; Morris, 2015). The interview guide consisted of three main sections covering the 
following: (a) biography/background details; (b) becoming and being a coach educator; and 
(c) beliefs and views around pedagogy, role, realities and practice. There was overlap between 
some of the questions and responses in sections two and three as ‘being’ a coach educator 
incorporated parts of both. Essentially, the interviews allowed the participants to answer the 
questions on their own terms whilst providing some structure and opportunities for comparison 
across the sample (Edwards & Holland, 2013). In conducting the interviews, I adopted a 
conversational style, and this facilitated some scope for digression as well as the opportunity 
75 
 
to seek clarity, deeper meaning and understandings of the core topic areas (Brinkmann, 2018; 
Morris, 2015). This was particularly useful when discussing the participants’ understandings 
and thoughts around more complex topics such as learning, for example. I considered this style 
to be important for my research as it was “concerned with understanding social phenomena 
from the perspectives of those involved” (Edwards & Holland, 2013, p. 16). 
The interview process began with broad questions akin to a ‘grand tour’ (e.g. how did 
you become interested in sport and coaching?), and then gradually became more specific, 
challenging and targeted to further align with the research questions and to probe further in 
certain areas of interest as the interview evolved (Brinkmann, 2018; Edwards & Holland, 2013; 
Morris, 2015). For example, I asked, “Do you know the philosophy underpinning coach 
education programmes? Do you know if any sort of research informs them?” Hesse-Biber 
(2017) has commented that such an approach is “very useful for accessing subjugated voices 
and getting at subjugated knowledge” (p. 110). Throughout, I was committed to making coach 
educators’ perspectives and voices audible (cf. Edwards & Holland, 2013) in order to better 
understand them and their work. As it becomes evident within the subsequent chapters, the 
coach educators lacked pedagogical understanding of the programmes they delivered and were 
not involved in their design. In relation to course design, it was clearly not a part of their role. 
Being mindful of the coach educator role typically being an ‘add-on’ to full-time 
occupations (e.g. coaching, teaching), and that their voices had rarely featured in the literature, 
the participants were asked to commit to an interview of at least one hour in duration (cf. 
Carless & Douglas, 2013; Creswell & Creswell, 2018). With a view to facilitating a 
comfortable interview environment, the coach educators were invited to express their 
preference for the interview location (cf. Hesse-Biber, 2017; Morris, 2015). This was with a 
view to trying to ensure the interviewees felt “safe enough to talk openly about their 
experiences and understandings” (Edwards & Holland, 2013, p. 77; cf. Purdy, 2014).  Six of 
the interviews were conducted in my office at Loughborough University and ten took place at 
a neutral venue (coffee shop, restaurant, or public house). Prior to the interviews commencing, 
a thirty-minute informal discussion took place to outline the research, the importance of 
anonymity and confidentiality and the types of questions that would be asked. During each of 
the interviews I took written notes (cf. Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Matiss, 2005) and the 
interviews were also audio-recorded to aid later transcriptions. The mean interview duration 
was one hundred and twenty-six minutes with interviews ranging from sixty-two to one 
hundred and fifty-seven minutes. Almost thirty-four hours of interview data resulted in four 
hundred and thirty pages of verbatim transcription. In addition, the informal discussions (not 
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recorded) produced a further eight hours of written notes that were read and analysed in 
conjunction with each participant’s interview data.  
As mentioned earlier (see section 3.4), my coaching background, networks, education 
and current occupation aided the recruitment and sampling for the research, and it was hoped 
that this also facilitated effective researcher-participant understanding (cf. Brasil et al., 2017) 
and relationships. In this respect, I view myself as an interviewer who “embarks upon an 
interactive and reflective interpretation of how they came to ‘see’ and transform particular 
‘sights’ into knowledge” (Edwards & Holland, 2013, p. 13; see also Kvale, 1996, 2007). This 
also aligned with my ontological and epistemological commitments (see section 3.2) and the 
type of thematic analysis selected (see section 3.5.6).  Although the data set was collected from 
a small number of coach educators, I felt this and my association with the research and coaching 
context (including language, terminology, etc.) helped to facilitate discussions, interactions, 
understandings and interpretations (cf. Crouch & McKenzie, 2006; Lefebvre et al., 2019; Smith 
& McGannon, 2018). Nonetheless, and whilst I have not been a coach educator, it was 
important to be mindful of my familiarity with the context and some of the participants (cf. 
Groom et al., 2011) and to not ‘skip over’ areas and ‘assume’ taken for granted topics and 
knowledge as a result (cf. Bourdieu, 1999; Purdy, 2014). However, these are not 
straightforward processes and warrant critical and reflexive consideration (cf. Bourdieu & 
Wacquant, 1992; Wacquant, 1989). 
 
3.5.5 Critical consideration  
As mentioned previously, researchers are human beings and thus not neutral or objective 
enquirers when facilitating qualitative interviews. I was effectively an emotionally engaged 
participant sharing an experience with the interviewees (cf. Edward & Holland, 2013; Lefebvre 
et al., 2019). While any method can be criticised, the interview has faced increasing critique 
over the last twenty years; for example, the notion that interviewees’ responses can represent 
the ‘real world’ and overlook the researcher’s positionality (Morris, 2015). More recently, 
Brinkmann (2018) noted that “..many disciplines have witnessed a boom in qualitative 
interviewing to the extent that it is sometimes no longer needed to justify why exactly this 
approach is the best way of going about a specific research project”, arguing that “the interview 
has been naturalized” (p. 577). I therefore needed to be aware of my ‘positionality’ and how 
this impacted the research process as the “researcher is a product of his or her society and its 
structures and institutions just as much as the researched” (Hesse-Biber, 2017, p. 134).  
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In light of this, consideration of “what should be or is the relationship between 
researchers, the researched and the research (Edwards & Holland, 2013, p. 11) is required. My 
position had implications for interviewing as the chosen method (Morris, 2015). The semi-
structured interviews were a collaborative process (Morris, 2015), but were largely controlled 
by me as the interviewer and in this sense were “an asymmetrical rather than an equal 
exchange” (Edwards & Holland, 2013, p. 53). For example, this was my research, I had selected 
the method, the questions, and had approached the participants. Essentially, I needed the 
interviewees, they did not need me. To this end, “as human interaction and negotiation is seen 
as the basis for the creation and understanding of social life in interpretative approaches, it is 
the interaction of the participants in the interview situation – researcher and the researched – 
that creates knowledge” (Edwards & Holland, 2013, p. 17). This was highlighted many years 
ago by Kvale (1996, 2007) who explained that the interview process was a co-constructive 
venture and involved literally ‘inter-views’. However, I sought the coach educators’ 
perspectives and ‘views’ in areas I set out to research. This was well highlighted by the fact 
that coach educators were invited to think about things they had not considered before (see 
subsequent chapters). Thus, the research interview is never free from power relations or simply 
“dialogue between equal partners” (Brinkmann, 2018, p. 587) and I needed to remain cognisant 
of this and recognise that interviews are both a social practice and research instrument 
(Brinkmann, 2018) and “not conducted for their own sake” (Brinkmann, 2018, p. 580). I, like 
other researchers, had an agenda. 
Not being a coach educator offered a degree of neutrality in the sense that I did not 
work with the participants in this context, as, “by not belonging to a specific group [e.g. SGB 
and coach educator workforce], you may be viewed as more unbiased by your participants” 
(Hesse-Biber, 2017, p. 133). The fact that I wasn’t a fellow SGB coach educator or SGB 
employee positioned me as an ‘outsider’ to the coach educator role, training, realities and 
workplace, and to some extent meant I was able to offer the interviewees a “sense of security” 
(Purdy, 2014, p. 169) when discussing their thoughts. However, my ‘closeness’ to coaching as 
an experienced practitioner, my personal experiences of coach educators’ practice, and given 
that ten of the participants were known to me, including three with whom I had a professional 
relationship, warrants consideration. In this respect, I was an insider. Drake and Heath (2011) 
posited that “insider or practitioner research can be seen through this perspective as phronesis, 
in so far as it produces new ways of knowing which combine both professional and technical 
knowledge with academic or analytical knowledge” (p. 18). I am aware from my current role 
that empirical research is often undertaken by researchers and not by practitioners, “yet when 
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practitioners do research they must, despite starting from a position of knowledge and insight 
into what is important, take extra special care to rebut attacks for not being sufficiently distant 
and therefore critical” (Drake & Heath, 2011, p. 19; Robey & Taylor, 2018). I felt that my 
background as both a coaching practitioner and researcher enabled me to consider this 
dichotomy. For example, I tried to communicate using ‘coach-friendly’ language and terms as 
far as possible. As such, there was nothing to be gained from using technical terminology when 
I felt some participants were unsure. Conversely, as other interviews progressed, I spoke using 
more-established academic language when probing for deeper understanding. Discussions 
around learning were a notable example of this. Of course, as the researcher it was my 
responsibility to interpret the coach educators’ experiences and I needed to be mindful of 
multiple interpretations of these experiences (Brinkmann, 2018; Smith & McGannon, 2018). 
Ultimately, I, like other researchers, had a “monopoly of interpretation” (Brinkmann, 2018, p. 
589; Robey & Taylor, 2018) about what was said and had “exclusive privilege” (Brinkmann, 
2018, p. 589) over interpreting and reporting (Brinkmann, 2018; Creswell & Creswell, 2018). 
Practitioner research evolved in the 1940s and “is a hypernym or blanket term that 
encompasses many different traditions, movements and methodologies and is distinguished 
from other more traditional forms of education research because it is undertaken by 
practitioners as part of their daily work” (Ellis & Loughland, 2016, p. 123). In essence, 
practitioner research “presents an opportunity through which evidence from research can be 
used to inform teaching practice” (Abukari & Abubakar, 2018, p. 2). Despite the variants of 
practitioner research, all types are considered to share the following: 
 
They view the practitioner as researcher; professional contexts are the sites of study; there 
are blurred boundaries between inquiry and practice; community and collaboration are 
important constructs; and they act to make new knowledge public and have this new 
knowledge lead to improved practice (Letts, 2013, p. 478). 
 
Despite there being arguably less focus on ‘practitioner research’ in the coaching literature, it 
is evident that its use and usefulness in education is important for coaching and coach 
education. In terms of my positioning in this research, my coaching, teaching and present 
university role indicate I am a practitioner researcher; but in relation to the participants in this 
study (e.g. ‘coach educators’ in SGBs), I am perhaps less so. For instance, as mentioned 
previously, I do not work in a formal coach education environment or perform the same role. 
Notwithstanding, my experiences as a coaching and teaching practitioner have relevance and 
synergy for the research context, as does my position as an insider or outsider. Importantly, 
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role specificity and clarity in teacher and coach education was alluded to in the literature review 
and my researcher standpoint needs consideration.  
 Within the context of education, Ellis and Loughland (2016) have suggested that 
teachers tend to focus on practical issues and concerns as opposed to theoretical concepts and 
that practitioner research works best when conducted in collaboration with academics. The 
authors asserted that teacher educators could better equip teachers by providing them with 
theoretical guidance and practical skills to undertake practitioner research (cf. MacPhail et al., 
2019; Mordal-Moen & Green, 2014). Again, this may equally apply to coaching in that 
coaches, coach educators and coach developers (cf. Cushion et al., 2017; Stodter & Cushion, 
2019), like teachers, can be “theoretically innocent” (Stenhouse, 1985, p. 16; cf. Bourdieu, 
1998a; Lyle, 2018) and lack a “researcherly disposition” (Ellis & Loughland, 2016, p. 127; see 
also MacPhail et al., 2019). As mentioned earlier, I feel my practitioner and researcher 
experiences were beneficial to me in communicating with and understanding coach educators’ 
knowledge during both the interview and analysis processes. Essentially, through my habitus 
construction, I feel I am more aware of the strengths and weaknesses of being positioned in 
‘both camps’. Further, I believe these experiences and this integration will enable me to 
articulate my findings to academics, practitioners and practitioner researchers. Equally, I feel 
these may be received more readily and be advantageous for initiating greater awareness, 
reflection and possible change. Indeed, not unlike teachers (e.g. Coachran-Smith et al., 2020; 
Ellis & Loughland, 2016; MacPhail et al., 2019), coaches and coach educators can 
understandably lack awareness, training and knowledge in research (cf. Lyle, 2018) and 
research skills. Looking further ahead, advancements in practitioner research undertaken by 
SGB coach educators and coach developers could be a welcome addition to the coaching 
literature. In fact, Abukari and Abubakar (2018) have commented that “practitioner research is 
indeed at the heart of the teacher’s professional practice; it is the touchstone through which the 
professional determines the effectives of her/his practice” (p. 3). 
With regards my role as a practitioner researcher, to some extent I had a nuanced form 
of “shared membership” (Hesse-Biber, 2017, p. 134) with the participants. Previously, Cushion 
(2014) has commented upon his coaching background benefitting the research process (cf. 
Lefebvre et al., 2019) in that it ‘off-set’ his ‘academic’ standing and aided his relationship with 
coaches, preventing “any feelings of aloofness and distance” (p. 178). However, as previously 
noted, although I felt this may have aided certain interviews (cf. Crouch & McKenzie, 2006), 
other participants may have been wary and suspicious of my academic role and identity (cf. 
Edwards & Holland, 2013). In this sense, my social and symbolic capital may have been both 
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a strength and a weakness. In an attempt to recognise this, prior to the interviews, I explained 
to the participants face-to-face (prior to recording) that I was not there to ‘judge’ them, but to 
rather to seek a better ‘understanding’ about their journeys and roles (cf. Purdy, 2014).  
Purdy (2014, p. 168) commented that “as a researcher, it is important to consider how 
gender, age, ethnic background, occupation, socioeconomic status, and appearance impact 
upon the direction and content of the interview” (see also Purdy & Jones, 2013) and subsequent 
interpretation. Whilst anecdotal, I felt as though certain participants may have felt slightly 
intimidated by certain questions which in some cases may have stemmed from their inability 
to provide clear or in-depth answers. For example, as mentioned earlier, and is reported later 
in subsequent chapters, the coach educators seemed to struggle demonstrating a conceptual 
understanding of learning through their practice. This made me feel quite uncomfortable and 
wonder if this impacted their responses to other questions and some of the interview durations 
and data. In fact, there were at least four cases where I recall thinking this person looks as 
though they want this over with. In these situations, instances of interviewees rushing answers 
and/or offering answers they felt I wanted may have occurred. Likewise, even “the researcher’s 
presence may bias responses” (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 188; Hesse-Biber, 2017), and 
interviews can often lead to contradictory, misleading, unexpected and limited data (Hesse-
Biber, 2017). While, on reflection, many interviews were similar, and I perhaps ‘enjoyed’ 
certain interviews over others; for instance, where I felt I was learning something new and 
interesting. Notwithstanding the above, a key over-riding finding which is discussed in detail 
in subsequent chapters, was the coach educators’ apparent prior lack of consideration and 
reflection on their journeys, role, knowledge and their practice. This was interesting as some 
topic areas that certain coach educators had not considered previously were unearthed as a 
result of my questioning. Equally, however, I was a little concerned that I may have wasted my 
interview opportunity through asking several ‘inadequate’ and/or too challenging questions (cf. 
Drake & Heath, 2011; Edwards & Holland, 2013).  
In summary, it is clear there are complexities associated with practitioner research in 
“researching things in situations that one already knows quite a lot about” (Drake & Heath, 
2011, p. 20). In this sense, being a practitioner researcher felt like a paradoxical experience 
combining and grappling with my practitioner identity and research identity. Overall, I felt that 
my position and interview experiences resonated with Hesse-Biber’s (2017) stance that “one’s 
status as insider and outsider is fluid and can change even in the course of a single interview” 
(p. 133). Equally, due to my familiarity, I may have asked things that may otherwise have been 
taken for granted (cf. Drake & Heath, 2011) and realise participants may have had their own 
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way of perceiving and viewing certain issues (Hesse-Biber, 2017). Nonetheless, it did appear 
as though the interview questions triggered different areas of thinking and consideration for the 
participants. Essentially, I felt it was a learning event for me as the interviewer as well as for 
the interviewees (Edwards & Holland, 2013). 
 
3.5.6 Data analysis 
There is no ‘gold standard’ procedure for analysing the data that we collect from interviews 
(cf. Braun & Clarke, 2019; Coffey & Atkinson, 1996; e.g. Smith & Sparkes, 2009). However, 
due to the nature of this research and the methodological approach, findings constructed 
through diachronic means enabled me to consider them in a temporal manner and embrace the 
biographical and developmental elements of the interviews (cf. Smith & Sparkes, 2009). I 
selected thematic analysis (TA) (Braun & Clarke, 2019) as it offered accessibility, flexibility 
(e.g. Lefebvre et al., 2019) and was not reliant on a pre-existing theoretical framework (see 
Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2013, 2019; Braun, Clarke, Hayfield, & Terry, 2018; Clarke & Braun, 
2017; Terry, Hayfield, Braun, & Clarke, 2017). Clarke and Braun (2017) conceptualised their 
approach to thematic analysis as “a method for identifying, analyzing, and interpreting patterns 
of meaning (‘themes’) within qualitative data”, adding that “TA is unusual in the canon of 
qualitative analytic approaches, because it offers a method – a tool or technique, unbounded by 
theoretical commitments – rather than a methodology (a theoretically informed, and confined, 
framework for research)” (Clarke & Braun, 2017, p. 297). However, importantly, this type of 
thematic analysis is not atheoretical, realist, or essentialist, but rather, it can be used in a range 
of theoretical frameworks and research paradigms (Clarke & Braun, 2017).  
Braun and Clarke (2019) recently wrote a commentary in which they highlighted and 
acknowledged their own biographical influences, training, journeys and development of their 
TA method. The commentary was titled ‘Reflecting on reflexive thematic analysis’ and 
provided a rationale for the method to be acknowledged as ‘reflexive TA’ (see also Braun et 
al., 2018). In doing so, the authors re-emphasised the “centrality of researcher subjectivity and 
reflexivity” (Braun & Clarke, 2019, p. 2) to reflexive TA. Moreover, this further supported and 
complemented the inclusion of a Bourdieusian lens for this research (cf. Bourdieu & Wacquant, 
1992, inter alia). Braun and Clarke (2019) explain: 
 
For us, qualitative research is about meaning and meaning-making, and viewing these as 
always context-bound, positioned and situated, and qualitative data analysis is about 
telling ‘stories’, about interpreting, and creating, not discovering and finding the ‘truth’ 
that is either ‘out there’ and findable from, or buried deep within, the data. For us, the 
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final analysis is the product of deep and prolonged data immersion, thoughtfulness and 
reflection, something that is active and generative (Braun & Clarke, 2019, p. 3). 
 
Braun and Clarke’s (2019) commentary considered the often poor and confused 
implementation of their own version of TA and the misunderstandings and under-developed 
conceptualisations and versions of ‘other’ types of TA (Hill, Witcher, Gotwals, & Leyland, 
2015). Criticisms included the method being used as a ‘baking recipe’ and unreflexive 
approaches, and that “TA proponents do not locate their approach within the wider terrain of 
TA – some…do not even acknowledge the existence of other approaches, and thus how they 
differ from the approach they outline” (Braun & Clarke, 2019, p. 5). A particular (and 
reaffirmed) concern associated with this is the notion of “themes emerging’ from qualitative 
data with little or no discussion of analytic philosophy and procedure” (Braun & Clarke, 2019, 
p. 1). The authors refer to their previous works and prefer to articulate the importance of 
‘developing’ (Braun, Clarke, & Weate 2016), ‘constructing’ (Braun et al. 2018), or ‘generating’ 
themes. More specifically, they explain: 
 
Themes do not passively emerge from either data or coding; they are not ‘in’ the data, 
waiting to be identified and retrieved by the researcher. Themes are creative and 
interpretive stories about the data, produced at the intersection of the researcher’s 
theoretical assumptions, their analytic resources and skill, and the data themselves. 
Quality reflexive TA is not about following procedures ‘correctly’ (or about ‘accurate’ 
and ‘reliable’ coding, or achieving consensus between coders), but about the researcher’s 
reflective and thoughtful engagement with their data and their reflexive and thoughtful 
engagement with the analytic process (Braun & Clarke, 2019, p. 6).  
 
In this approach the active role of the researcher and the organic approach to coding and theme 
development enable flexibility to be embraced (cf. Lefebvre et al., 2019). Indeed, the authors 
declare that “the researcher’s role in knowledge production is at the heart of our approach!” 
(Braun & Clarke, 2019, p. 6; cf. Brinkmann, 2018). Where the generation of themes provide a 
useful framework to organise and present the researcher’s analyses, this method aims to “not 
simply to summarize the data content, but to identify, and interpret, key, but not necessarily 
all, features of the data…” (Clarke & Braun, 2017, p. 297). This flexibility then extends not 
only to theoretical consideration but also approaches to meaning generation when developing 
and constructing findings and “patterns within and across data in relation to participants’ lived 
experience, views and perspectives, and behavior and practices; ‘experiential’ research which 
seeks to understand what participants’ think, feel, and do” (Clarke & Braun, 2017, p. 297). 
Furthermore, the method can be used for critical inquiry and to interrogate findings associated 
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with personal and social meaning and can also aid questioning surrounding their implications 
(Clarke & Braun, 2014, 2017).  
Poorly used iterations of the method then can be seen “as offering the researcher ‘either 
or’ choices: coding can be semantic or latent, inductive or deductive, rather than a mix of 
semantic and latent, inductive and deductive (Braun & Clarke, 2019, p. 4; cf. Lefebvre et al., 
2019). The twofold analytical approach of this study aimed to shed light on who the coach 
educators were and reflected and unraveled ‘reality’ through their understandings and personal 
meaning making, whilst recognising social influences (e.g. Sparkes & Smith, 2009). I was 
mindful of producing themes and findings directly reflective of the research and interview 
questions (see Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2013), and confess to finding this extremely difficult not 
to in relation to the purpose of this research. Whilst, I felt that not committing to a pre-
conceived theoretical framework (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Clarke & Braun, 2017; Lefebvre et 
al., 2019) strengthened the latent analysis process (see page 88).  
Having used this method and paradigm previously (e.g. Watts & Cushion, 2016), I tried 
to be conscious of the criticisms that have been reported towards thematic analysis (e.g. ironing 
out nuances, weak analysis, and contradictory interpretations, for example) (cf. Sparkes & 
Smith, 2009, 2014; e.g. Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2013; Terry et al., 2017). The method highlights 
similarities and differences across data, but also relies heavily on interpretation (Sparkes & 
Smith, 2014, p. 124). Further, Smith and McGannon (2018) suggest “research methods cannot 
be divorced from their philosophical undercarriage” (p. 104). The thematic analysis was 
reflexive and recursive, meaning the analysis commenced from the first interview and 
continued throughout the data collection process (Braun et al., 2017; Lefebvre et al., 2019). 
The method and analysis enabled the data to be initially considered through a descriptive and 
semantic process, then at a latent level. Clarke and Braun (2017) suggested inductive (data-
driven) approaches are useful for investigating under-researched topics and when used in 
conjunction with deductive (theory-driven) analyses can capture underlying meaning 
(Bourdieu, 1977). Indeed, Braun and Clarke’s (2019) recent commentary reaffirms this and 
supports a constructionist framing (cf. Lefebvre et al., 2019).  
The data analysis process commenced with re-visiting the interview recordings. 
Accompanied with my handwritten interview notes, I re-listened to each interview. During this 
pre-immersion stage, additional notes were made and then considered alongside the original 
copies made during the interviews (cf. Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Matiss, 2005).  Following 
this, immersion in the data included reading the transcripts multiple times and a data-driven 
coding approach was undertaken across the entire data using a constant comparison method 
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(e.g. Strauss & Corbin, 1990) From here, codes were generated in relation to possible themes 
(see Table 3.0 for examples of raw data, coding and theme generation).  
 
Table 3.0: A Table Showing Examples of Raw Data, Coding, Theme Development and 
Generation.  
Theme 1 – Data Theme 1 – Coding/analysis Theme 1 Theme generation 
It was while I was at school.  My 
teacher refused to let me do GCSE 
PE and said I wasn’t sporty 
enough.  
Socialisation. Secondary School - 
physical education; negative 
teacher experience. 
Biography: childhood/school 
influence (negative to positive; 
influential). 
Didn’t really like PE, just because 
we did a lot of football and I’m not 
the best footballer, it’s probably 
my worst sport, so yeah, didn’t like 
PE. 
Socialisation. Secondary School – 
physical education; football 
(games) and physical education. 
Biography: childhood/school 
influence (initially negative, then 
positive and influential). 
I’ve always been interested in 
tennis.  We played tennis as a 
family.  Ironically, I talked about it 
at my dad’s funeral.  Something we 
always did as a family at the local 
village club, of which my parents 
were quite a big part of that. 
Socialisation. Family – access and 
passion for sport. Lifelong. 
Biography: family influence; 
supportive (both parents). 
My father was a (sportsman) and I 
think when mum and dad married, 
he promised not to let any of us (do 
the sport), sort of thing, and he 
stuck to that and then I think my 
brother went off one day to football 
training, or so he said, but it was a 
(sport) club and I think it wasn’t 
long before I was following him. 
Socialisation. Family – access and 
passion for sport (father was a 
coach). 
Biography: family influence 
(father). 
Theme 2 – Data 
 
Theme 2 – Coding/analysis Theme 2 Theme generation 
it can be visual, auditory or 
kinaesthetic. And, we don’t spend 
much time on this 
Pedagogy - learning styles in coach 
education. 
Understanding coaching, learning 
and coach education. 
we cover learning styles, your 
visual, ‘audio’, kinaesthetic, yes, 
we cover all of that 
 
Pedagogy - learning styles 
(participant struggled to name 
them) in coach education. 
Understanding coaching, learning 
and coach education. 
Maybe I’ve not worked with 
athletes of a high enough level to 
get to the ‘nitty-gritty’ of coaching 
and learning 
Pedagogy - (mis)understanding (?) 
coach learning. 
Understanding coaching, learning 
and coach education; situated 
experiences. 
very much so (we cover learning).  
It’s very geared around the fact, 
you know, as a level one, taking 
mini (sport), you know, we pretty 
much know that 83-point whatever 
Pedagogy - (mis)understanding (?) 
learning in coaching and coach 
education.  
Understanding coach learning and 
coach education. 
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percent it is of those children who 
learn best by actually seeing 
something 
 
 
Theme 3 – Data 
 
Theme 3 – Coding/analysis Theme 3 - Theme generation 
Delivery is quite hard, there’s a lot 
of content to cover; it’s pretty 
rushed. 
 
Life as coach educator (get the job 
done). Rushed/pressured.  
 
Role/realities (challenging; 
enjoyable? Support?). Pressure. 
we’ve had increasing pressure to 
condense the course, so (sport) 
used to be three days, so two days 
tutoring, one day assessment. 
 
Pressure - life as coach educator 
(get the job done). 
Role/realities (challenging; 
enjoyable?) Pressure. 
I suppose unless you’re tutoring 
with someone, your quite isolated. 
You just get on with it. Co-tutoring 
can be awkward though. 
Realities; challenges (isolation).
  
Role/realities (challenging; 
support; motivated?). 
Issues/conlict with co-tutors; 
isolated; awkward. 
You don’t tend to interact with 
many other people – it’s a bit like 
being freelance. 
 
Workplace (isolation).  Role/realities (challenging; help? 
Support?). 
Theme 4 – Data 
 
Theme 4 – Coding/analysis Theme 4 Theme generation 
To be honest, I haven’t really given 
it that much thought. 
On being a coach educator (lack of 
consideration). 
(4) Awareness, reflection, 
consideration. 
That’s not really something we do 
on the courses. 
Hadn’t considered it – and appears 
to lack knowledge and 
understanding (and experience?) in 
this area. 
(4) Unaware (part of the role?). 
That’s it really, we don’t need to 
get into that. 
Hadn’t considered it – and appears 
to lack knowledge and 
understanding (and experience?) in 
this area. 
(4) Unaware (part of the role?). 
It’s not something I’ve really had 
to think about a great deal. We 
spend a lot of time doing (coaching 
and educating), but less on this - 
it’s a good question – like some of 
the others. it’s not something I’ve 
really done before – I think I need 
to go away and have a good think. 
Lack of knowledge, reflection and 
understanding (and experience?) in 
this area? Re-examine beliefs? 
 
4) Unaware (part of the role?). 
(Reconsider and reflect) 
 
 
 
Quantifying themes, as seen in content analysis, is not the purpose of qualitative 
analysis and thematic analysis, as frequency does not necessarily determine value; therefore, 
insight or importance should not necessarily be determined by counting participants’ responses 
and should consider divergence in data (see Clarke & Braun, 2017; Pyett, 2003; Sparkes & 
Smith, 2014). In fact, Clarke and Braun (2017) highlight the significance of Pyett’s (2003) 
research that drew on Wainwright’s (1997) assertion that counting participants’ responses can 
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overlook and even miss the point of qualitative analysis: “people involved in a phenomenon 
may have insights that would not otherwise be available to the researcher, and it is the quality 
of the insight that is important, rather than the number of respondents that share it (Wainwright, 
1997, p. 11; Crouch & McKenzie, 2006). Nonetheless, there were occasions when the 
occurrence of certain topic areas, both in and out of the data, were useful and important in my 
repeated attempts to ‘make sense’ and ‘organise’ the data (cf. Taylor, 2014). Potential thematic 
categories were then cross-checked, reviewed and, if necessary, further defined and named and 
following this, vivid data extracts were used to report the analyses and findings (cf. Sparkes & 
Smith, 2014). To understand, interpret, revise and synthesise the data, I found the repeated use 
and editing of large thematic maps on A1 flipchart paper particularly useful throughout all 
stages of the analyses (see Figure 1.0 below). 
 
Figure 1.0: An Example of the Analyses Process (late stage).  
 
 
 
I concede that ‘making sense’ of the data was an extremely challenging and longitudinal 
reflexive process (cf. Braun & Clarke, 2019). It was also difficult to fully represent sixteen 
individuals throughout the research. Of course, and as mentioned earlier, this was made more 
complex at times as there were contradictions in participants’ recollections and positions, with 
certain interviewees’ views expressed at the beginning of the interviews seemingly changing 
towards the end (cf. Hesse-Biber, 2017). For example, the case of one coach educator initially 
being critical of his coach education, but latterly suggesting it was useful and underpinned his 
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practice. Further, “not all people are equally articulate and perceptive” (Creswell & Creswell, 
2018, p. 188). As mentioned previously, this made for some short and under-developed 
responses. Nonetheless, as the subsequent chapters reveal, the apparent lack of prior 
consideration and reflection is worthy of further investigation with coach educators in the 
future (cf. Brasil et al., 2017; Callary & Gearity, 2019b, 2020). 
A thorough and longitudinal process consisted of iterative and reflexive elements (e.g. 
Braun & Clarke, 2016, 2019; Tracy, 2013) and enabled me to reduce, edit, review, link, cross-
check, generate and construct themes to arrive at the following: 
 
1) Coach educators’ backgrounds and journeys. 
2) Coach educators’ understandings of coach learning and coach education. 
3) Life as a coach educator - their realities (including SGB differences). 
4) Unawareness and lack of consideration, knowledge or understanding. 
 
Additionally, my analysis also identified one participant (Henry) as an interesting case (cf. 
Crouch & McKenzie, 2006; Pyett, 2003; Wainwright, 1997), and whilst he aligned with the 
four themes, his interview data offered some noticeable differences and nuances in comparison 
to the rest of sample (cf. Clarke & Braun, 2017). While Henry was tertiary educated his 
educational achievements were equivalent to, and in some cases, less than those of some other 
participants. Therefore, Henry’s different ‘take’ cannot be considered simply a function of 
educational background. Further, despite Henry’s lack of experience as a practitioner, his 
perspectives did chime with many of my own (as did other participants); nonetheless, his 
responses to the questions were in the main different (see Table 4.0. p. 88). In keeping with the 
earlier assertion (cf. Clarke & Braun, 2017) around theme construction, generation and 
frequencies (see page 86), Henry’s interview contrasted with the others, and this was not as a 
result of the questions asked, but rather his ability to respond more profoundly (Wainwright, 
1997; Crouch & McKenzie, 2006). Nonetheless, Henry had also never been invited to consider 
and reflect on the coach educator role, his practice and coach education more broadly. Bearing 
in mind the length of time the participants had spent in education, coaching, and being coach 
educators, this was surprising, and is an area that is revisited and explored in the findings and 
analysis chapters. Henry’s interpretations were particularly interesting and it is important to 
remember that  “just one ‘case’ can lead to new insights” (Crouch & McKenzie, 2006, p. 493; 
cf. Lefebvre et al., 2019), which aligns with the thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2019) and 
relativist approach undertaken (Lefebvre et al., 2019; Smith & McGannon, 2018; Sparkes & 
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Smith, 2009). As a result, Henry is featured as a juxtaposition to the participants in the analysis 
and discussion chapters. 
 
Table 4.0: A Table Showing Examples of Data Analysis for Henry.  
Data 
 
Coding/analysis  Finding/relation to theme  
One thing that always sticks out for 
me is sort of, oh we cover sort of 
learning styles on a coaching 
course, it’s quite a false concept 
SGB perception (learning 
misunderstood). 
Evidence/research. 
Coach educator different (learning) 
-criticism of understanding in 
coach education. ‘Research’.  
So, I think probably a criticism for 
me is that, where I have those 
pedagogical skills, I’m somewhat 
limited by a prescriptive delivery 
model 
SGB perception (learning and 
educator practice). Constraints; 
conflict. 
Coach educator different (practice 
constrained by structure; pedagogy 
and practice) 
there’s room for a little bit of 
agency, but you’re pretty 
constrained by the structure.   
Practice constraints (‘structure’ 
and ‘agency’). 
Coach educator different (practice 
constrained by structure; pedagogy 
and practice). Awareness of 
structure and agency; restricted; 
wants to use other methods. 
 
their context, the age range they’re 
working with, all those sorts of 
things.  Any previous stuff, we ask 
for relevant things, like are you 
teachers? Have you got any 
qualifications on that? Just to get a 
flavour for their experience. 
Learners’ biographies – important 
and awareness shown. 
Coach educator different – 
biography and learning (learners’ 
backgrounds) is important. 
Awareness of biography on 
learning and (to some extent) his 
practice  
 
Following and during the descriptive analysis, I considered a range of theorists who had 
been drawn on previously by coaching and education scholars (e.g. Jarvis, Foucault, Goffman 
and Dewey). However, I adopted a Bourdieusian lens (see chapter two) particularly because of 
Bourdieu’s exploration of the inter-play of structure and agency and because I considered it to 
be the most effective way to explore the coach educators’ backgrounds (e.g. habitus) and 
journeys and aspects of their role, practice, realities, understandings and environment (e.g. as 
a sub-field of coach education) (Bourdieu, 1977; Bourdieu, 1990a; Bourdieu & Wacquant, 
1992). The more abstract level of analysis (see chapter six) enabled me to move beyond what 
the coach educators had said (see chapters four and five) and attempt to examine, understand 
and interpret the assumptions, dispositions and perceptions that may have shaped and informed 
their understandings (cf. Braun & Clarke, 2006; Lefebvre et al., 2019). It was hoped my 
analysis and interpretation of the interview data were adequately thorough and effective; 
however, as a reflexive qualitative researcher I acknowledge the subjective nature of coding, 
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theme creation, biography, position and pre-existing theoretical and epistemological 
commitments (cf. Braun & Clark, 2019; Brinkmann, 2018; cf. Carless & Douglas, 2013; Lave, 
2012; Sparkes & Smith, 2014). 
 Indeed, my journey, habitus and position in the field will have shaped my interpretation 
of the data (cf. Bourdieu, 1988a; Smith & McGannon, 2018). Bourdieu (1977) is particularly 
useful in helping researchers to bring the “undiscussed into discussion” (p. 168) and invites 
scholars to consider ‘accepted ways’ of thinking in educational contexts (e.g. Burke et al., 2018; 
Colley, 2012; Colley & Guéry, 2015, Reay, 1998, 2004a, 2004b; Townsend & Cushion & 2015; 
Wacquant, 2008). Ironically, parts of the coach educators’ data were perhaps reflective of my 
early journey and dispositions. For example, I feel I would have struggled to explain my 
assumptions and beliefs about coaching and learning as a neophyte early career coach. 
Similarly, at this time I am convinced I lacked self-awareness and did not reflect on my practice 
with sufficient criticality (cf. Bourdieu, 1988a). Hopefully, I managed to merge practitioner 
and researcher positions to better understand the context throughout the research process 
(Drake & Heath, 2011; Robey & Taylor, 2018).  
 
3.6 Critical reflection 
Due to the exploratory nature of this research and investigating an under-researched area and 
participants, semi-structured interviews were considered an effective method to answer the 
research questions. However, all research methods can be criticised and have limitations. There 
are also concerns over a single methodological approach (see Cushion, 2014) and single 
interviews in qualitative research (see Smith & Sparkes, 2016) when investigating complex 
coaching environments. Several of the participants in my study indicated they would rather it 
was not known that they had participated in this research. This, in itself, was an unexpected 
early discovery with some coach educators expressing that this ‘may not go down well’ in their 
SGB. It may also have prevented them from speaking as freely as they and I had hoped, or even 
dissuaded others from participating at all. The approach I took alleviated confidentiality 
concerns and reassured those who indicated they would be uncomfortable being observed in 
practice or interviewed in focus groups. Nonetheless, it is noted that greater methodological 
diversity (e.g. Culver, Gilbert & Trudel, 2003; Smith & Sparkes, 2016, Townsend, 2018, inter 
alia), including observations (cf. Cushion et al., 2017) to provide additional information in “the 
natural field setting” (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 188) may have facilitated an enhanced 
understanding of the coach educators’ day-to-day interactions (cf. Allanson et al., 2019), 
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environments and practice. This would have also moved the research nearer to the social site 
(Bourdieu, 2000; cf. Burr, 1995). 
 It was alluded to earlier, that the process of conducting some of the interviews was quite 
challenging and felt a little awkward and uncomfortable at times; it seemed that despite my 
attempts to reassure to the contrary, a few of the participants perceived they were being ‘tested’ 
(cf. Purdy, 2014; Weiland, 1995). Again, these instances generated interesting ‘data’ and 
indeed, some of the participants had little to share during the interviews (cf. Creswell & 
Creswell, 2018) despite prompts and probes. Equally, it is important to acknowledge my 
inexperience and potential fallibility as an interviewer in elucidating more information on 
certain topics (cf. Edwards & Holland, 2013). As a practitioner researcher the above was 
challenging in writing up the findings and analysis. For example, I was conscious that some 
participants may read the work and feel some of my interpretations are ‘uncollegial’, ‘negative’ 
or even ‘unfair’ (see Drake & Heath, 2011). As such, I also had to be mindful of the influence 
of my position and my position in the field. 
 Conversely, I sensed that some of the participants welcomed my inquiry as the 
interviews sought to encourage honesty and dissatisfaction to be aired in a ‘safe’ place. 
Possibly, then, the research not only provided an opportunity for coach educators to be heard, 
but by listening and showing interest in them as people and research participants, it perhaps 
made the coach educators feel a bigger part of coaching and coach education. It was evident 
that it would be impossible for a SGB coach educator to deliver their own version of coach 
education, and for some it was a case of “our public professional position may differ from 
privately expressed views – the ways that we manoeuvre are contingent on who we are and 
how others perceive us” (Drake & Heath, 2011, p. 22; e.g. Allanson et al., 2019). On the other 
hand, many coach educators appeared to be docile subjects (cf. Piggott, 2012) who behaved 
and thought (or had not thought) in accordance with the prevailing ideologies, maintaining the 
status quo that has been criticised in the literature (see chapter two). To this end, the research 
seemed to be emancipatory and educational for some of the participants, aiding their 
understanding, reflection, and self-, and contextual awareness (see subsequent chapters). In 
other words, the interview prompted new and further thinking and reflection about coaching 
and the coach educator role. This should be viewed as being positive and progressive. 
Crucially, as noted previously, it is important to acknowledge the subjectivity of the 
researcher and recognise the co-constructive nature of such interviews and their interpretation 
(see Carless & Douglas, 2013; Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Finlay & Gough, 2003; Sparkes & 
Smith, 2014). Etymologically speaking, being ‘reflexive’ means “to bend back on oneself” 
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(Finlay & Gough, 2003, p. ix) and is “where researchers turn a critical gaze towards 
themselves” (Finlay & Gough, 2003, p. 3), requiring researchers to contemplate how they 
(co-)construct their findings (cf. Burke et al., 2018). Ultimately, my biography and journey (i.e. 
my habitus) unquestionably influenced my decisions and reasons for undertaking this research 
and its purpose (see section 3.4). Hopefully, my background also aided my ability to exhibit 
reflexive self-awareness (cf. Wolcott, 1995), That said, I do agree with Finlay and Gough’s 
(2003) stance that we can only provide the reader with a glimpse into our research worlds. The 
authors borrowed from Bourdieu (1990a) to express this position: 
 
The uncertainties and imprecisions of this deliberately foolhardy discourse thus have 
their counterpart in the quavering of the voice which is the mark of risks shared in an 
honest exchange of ideas and which, if it can still be heard, however faintly, through its 
written transcription, seems to me…to justify its publication (Bourdieu, 1990a, p. 9). 
 
Indeed, reflexivity was a key consideration for Bourdieu and “reflexivity runs through 
Bourdieu’s work as a constant thematic presence” (Grenfell & James, 1998, p. 148). Therefore:  
 
…one should make a rule never to embark on sociology, and especially the sociology of 
sociology, without first, or simultaneously, undertaking a self socio-analysis (in so far as 
that is ever completely possible)…The subject of scientific discourse needs to be asked 
the same questions that are put to the object of that discourse (Bourdieu, 1993a, p. 49).    
 
As such, researchers need to be aware of this and be careful to “avoid the symbolic violence of 
imposing an interpretation on reality” (Grenfell & James, 1998, pp. 148-9). As Bourdieu (1999) 
stated: 
 
The qualitative interviewer seeks to make the research process as transparent as possible, 
being both rigorous and systematic in this regard, and most importantly practises 
reflexivity in taking into account the potential and actual effects of all of the other factors 
that are involved (Bourdieu, 1999, pp. 607-8). 
 
Consequently, I attempted to adopt a reflexive position throughout, and was mindful of 
“objectifying one’s own universe” (Wacquant, 1989, p. 33), something that Jones (2009) has 
advised scholars to be mindful of when undertaking this type of research. In so doing, I hope 
this inquiry was centred on the ‘research’ (the coach educators) and not the researcher (cf. 
Brinkmann, 2018; Burke et al., 2018; Morris, 2015), and this is for the reader to decide. 
However, I acknowledge the difficulties of attempting to step outside of my own background 
and experiences and to separate myself from the social world under exploration (Denzin, 2017; 
Smith & McGannon, 2018). As such, interpretive activity “is always informed by our own 
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assumptions, values and commitments” (Braun & Clarke, 2013, p. 285). Therefore, I hope this 
thesis’ opus operatum can be understood in conjunction with my modus operandi (cf. 
Bourdieu, 1993a). 
 
3.7 Judging qualitative inquiry  
‘Judging’ qualitative research is a contested area (Smith & McGannon, 2018; Sparkes & Smith, 
2014; Tracy, 2010). It was many years ago now that Lincoln and Guba (1985) and Guba and 
Lincoln (1989) acknowledged the different ontological and epistemological positions of 
quantitative and qualitative research, replacing internal validity, external validity, reliability 
and objectivity criteria with credibility, transferability, dependability and confirmability to 
represent ‘trustworthiness’ criteria in order to ‘judge’ qualitative research (Smith & 
McGannon, 2018; Sparkes & Smith, 2014). However, Sparkes and Smith (2009) critiqued 
Guba and Lincoln’s (1989) work claiming it was a ‘philosophical contradiction’, suggesting 
they “paid lip service to ontological relativism but on the other hand they espoused 
epistemological foundationalism in the form of procedures or method to sort out trustworthy 
and untrustworthy interpretations of reality” (Sparkes & Smith, 2009, p. 493). This area 
remains problematic due to the contradiction of ‘judging’ research informed by a relativist 
ontological position (e.g. the present study) through universal and fixed criteria (Braun & 
Clark, 2019; Smith & McGannon, 2018; Sparkes & Smith, 2014). In this sense, as Smith and 
McGannon (2018, p. 102) have commented, “developments in our thinking can mean that 
certain historically popular qualitative methods and methodologies might now need rejecting, 
corrective action, or exigent deliberation.” Indeed, it is felt the findings from this research will 
make original and valuable contributions to this field of inquiry, and, for example, the data will 
provide new insights into the coach educators’ understandings and outlooks on learning and 
the facilitation of coaches’ learning. 
Despite the contested discourse around ‘judging’ qualitative research, this thesis will 
be ‘judged’. I concur with Smith and McGannon (2018, p. 114) who question whether “criteria 
for judging qualitative research needs to be, and can be, predetermined, permanent and applied 
to any form of inquiry regardless of its intents and purposes.” Furthermore, adopting universal 
criteria as constant markers of quality falls apart when attempting “to sort out trustworthy 
interpretations from untrustworthy ones” (Smith & McGannon, 2018, p. 114; see also Lincoln, 
2010; Sparkes & Smith, 2009, 2014). Indeed, “given a world of multiple, created, mind-
dependent realities, and the impossibility of theory-free knowledge, criteria is not ‘out there’ 
awaiting discovery but socially constructed” (Smith & McGannon, 2018, p. 114). Thus, 
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applying criteria in a universal manner is also seen as inherently problematic because it calls 
on a researcher to judge qualitative research, regardless of its intents and purposes, in set ways 
(Smith & McGannon, 2018; Sparkes & Smith, 2009). 
This research aims to produce new knowledge that can make a difference to coach 
educators and coach education. Despite the contested discourse surrounding the judgement of 
qualitative research, Sparkes and Smith (2014) offer Tracy’s (2010) eight criteria (e.g. worthy 
topic; rich rigor; sincerity; credibility; resonance; significant contribution; ethics; meaningful 
coherence) as a means of facilitating quality qualitative research and invites the reader to 
consider research using some of these criteria. Though, more recently, it has been argued that 
the application of universal criteria or cherry-picking certain criteria is problematic (e.g. Braun 
& Clark, 2019; Smith & McGannon, 2018). Nonetheless, it is likely that readers of this research 
will reflect on its worthiness and ask will coaching scholars, coach developers, coach educators 
and coaches find this study useful and helpful? Further, they may ask is the research sincere 
and characterised by self-reflexivity and self-awareness? Is it likely to make a significant 
contribution to the coaching literature? Does the study address what it intended to (meaningful 
coherence)? Importantly, when readers consider the above, they should remember the 
epistemology and ontology that underpins it in order to make “fair, appropriate, and informed 
judgments about the quality of the research” (Smith & McGannon, 2018, p. 115).  
 
3.8 Conclusion  
In summary, this chapter has outlined the methodological processes and the method I employed 
to undertake this research. Creswell and Creswell (2018) posit that “the method section should 
include comments about the nature of the final written project” (p. 180). The exploratory 
research was informed by a social constructionist position and involved semi-structured 
interviews that focussed on coach educators and their journeys, experiences, practice, roles, 
realities and their understandings of coach learning and coach education. Notably the 
relationship between exploratory research and my philosophical approach means that this study 
set out to seek understanding rather than conclude and seek the ‘truth’ (cf. Crouch & McKenzie, 
2006). Essentially, my interpretation of the data (as the subsequent chapters reveal) was 
undoubtedly influenced by current occupation (e.g. as a researcher) but also by my coaching 
experiences (e.g. as a practitioner). Interestingly, despite the obvious differences, both 
identities share similarities. For example, educational institutions similarly operate in highly 
political climates where “dominant ideologies allow for little dissent and create practices 
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through the distribution of power between people in the organisation and through dominant 
sets of relations regarding practice” (Drake & Heath, 2011, p. 21). 
Importantly for this research, it was not until scholars started to ‘hear’ and listen to 
coach learners (e.g. Chesterfield et al., 2010; Jones et al., 2003, 2004; Nelson et al., 2013; Watts 
& Cushion, 2016) that the field started to understand and unpack the complexities of coach 
education contexts, in which coach educators are centrally positioned. Thus, this inquiry aims 
to extend our current understanding of coach educators through hearing from them. Essentially, 
the coach educator is under-researched, but has been widely criticised in generic coach 
education research; this study helps to “gain some preliminary insights” into this group to “help 
shape future research” (Hesse-Biber, 2017, p. 14).  The next chapters (four and five) present 
the descriptive findings and analysis and are followed by the theoretical analysis (chapter six). 
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Findings and Analysis  
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4.1 Introduction 
Due to the paucity of research on coach educators, scholarship is needed to hear their voices and 
to facilitate a greater understanding of their journeys and experiences. Given this lack of coverage 
in the literature, and in order to provide a greater appreciation of who coach educators are, this 
research enabled a group of coach educators to be heard. It therefore provided an opportunity for 
the relatively unheard coach educator voice to be positioned at the forefront of empirical inquiry. 
Furthermore, this study adds to the literature in exploring the journeys and experiences of a sample 
of the coach educator workforce that operate in a variety of sports and SGBs across different 
levels of certification and CPD. 
This chapter and chapter five present the descriptive findings and analysis that help to 
build a picture of the participants’ backgrounds and journeys and considers their understandings, 
practice, roles and realities. Chapter six features a theoretical analysis and helps us to understand 
how the participants’ experiences and journeys shaped their understandings. Hence, it presents a 
theoretically informed discussion through a Bourdieusian lens. Throughout chapters four and five, 
the reader is signposted to the later discussion in chapter six. Essentially, chapters four, five and 
six seek to address the main research question: In the context of coach education in the UK, what 
are the backgrounds, experiences and understandings of selected coach educators? They further 
address the two research sub-questions: (i) With a given sample of coach educators, what are 
their perceptions and beliefs about coach learning and coach education?; and, (ii) With this 
sample, what are the coach educators’ perceptions of their own practice, roles and realities?  
Four themes were identified from the interview data: 1) Coach educators’ backgrounds 
and journeys; 2) Coach educators’ understandings of coach learning and coach education; 3) 
Life as a coach educator - their realities (including SGB differences); and 4) Unawareness and 
lack of consideration, knowledge or understanding. In addition, the analysis identified one coach 
educator (Henry) with noticeable differences in comparison to the rest of sample. As such, aspects 
of Henry’s perceptions are interspersed throughout the chapters.  
Specifically, this chapter presents findings relating to the main research question: In the 
context of coach education in the UK, what are the backgrounds, experiences and understandings 
of selected coach educators?; and the first sub-question: With a given sample of coach educators, 
what are their perceptions and beliefs about coach learning and coach education? Thus, it 
concentrates on the descriptive findings and analysis pertaining to the first two themes: 1) Coach 
educators’ backgrounds and journeys; and 2) Coach educators’ understandings of coach 
learning and coach education. 
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4.2 Coach educators’ backgrounds and journeys 
The analysis showed there were many similarities in the coach educators’ journeys and the 
participants’ insights highlighted that they had all lived, been athletes, coaches and coach 
educators solely in the UK. Notably, early life experiences were valued and referred to frequently 
by each participant. School sport and secondary school PE, community-based sport, PE teachers 
and coaches, parents and family members, as well as friends, were all integral to their childhood 
socialisation into and enjoyment of sport (cf. Armour, 1997; Brasil et al., 2017; Callary et al., 
2011; Connell, 1985; Côté & Fraser-Thomas, 2007; Hassanin & Light, 2014; Haycock & Smith, 
2014; MacPhail & Kirk, 2006; Stroot et al. 1994, inter alia). An over-riding trend, however, was 
that every participant reflected on their parents’ support throughout their childhoods and how 
their sporting journeys were influenced by this support. Typically, the participants described how 
their parents benefitted their opportunities, access and participation in external youth sports’ 
clubs. It was clear that caring and encouraging parents and childhood sporting experiences were 
influential for every participant and these early socialisation experiences featured throughout the 
data.  
 
4.2.1 Family influence 
Brian’s extract below represents an example of how parental and family influences impacted his 
interest and socialisation into sport: 
 
I’ve always been interested in (sport).  We played (sport) as a family.  Ironically, I talked 
about it at my dad’s funeral.  Something we always did as a family at the local village club, 
of which my parents were quite a big part of.  I even remember going when we first moved 
there to just playing in the park while they were playing their (sport).  Probably didn’t really 
properly start playing until I was about twelve.  Never had any individual lessons, just 
played as a group.  Played a few tournaments, little tournaments here and there, and then 
got involved in (name) (sport) club (Brian, L4 CE). 
 
Similarly, Kris noted: 
 
I have a very sporty family; so, my grandad ran football teams that my dad and uncle played 
in. My dad, uncle and grandad all played multiple sports, so they were decent sportsmen: 
football, cricket, rugby.  Mum played netball, so even on my mum’s side, and then from 
there for me I became quite early specialised in (sport), so by the age of eight I was playing 
for the academy type set-up, you know, and it was pretty much (sport) all the way really for 
me (Kris, L2). 
 
While Sam explained: 
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My dad was born with a disability, so he couldn’t really play competitive sport, but he did 
play with his friends. He was a big sports fan and looking back, because of his condition, I 
suppose it was obvious that he would want his son to do sport. He and mum to be fair took 
me everywhere to watch me play and like most parents wanted to me to the best I could be. 
Actually, mum also played and watched a lot of sport too. So, I had a lot of encouragement 
from both parents even up to my early twenties. A lot of my friends didn’t have that support; 
I still remember some of them catching buses to get to training or a match. Mum and dad 
would even pick them up and help out sometimes. I kind of felt a bit sad for them and also 
admired them (the other children), because it was so different to me. I suppose I even felt a 
bit spoilt. There was no doubt they (the children without parental support) loved playing 
sport, but some missed out on opportunities. I was fortunate really (Sam, L3 CE). 
 
Ernie described the impact that his parents had towards life-long enjoyment and participation in 
sport and that they were still active participants:  
 
My parents were sporty too, and I ended up playing for the same (sport) club as them, 
actually. Actually, mum and dad are almost in their eighties now, but still play golf and 
bowl (Ernie, L2 CE). 
 
Whilst, Ben and Henry’s parents were not overly interested in sport, their parents’ influence, 
encouragement and support was still evident. For example, Ben referred to his family’s non-
sporting business and drew parallels between this, ‘working hard’ (a common belief of the 
sample), and his parents’ encouragement for having a passion for your chosen occupation in life: 
 
So, no, not really (not an overly sporty family).  I’d say my grandad created his own 
business.  My dad ran it after that and he’s been doing it for thirty years, and he’s always 
stuck at saying, “If you do what you love, you’ll never work a day of your life.”  So, I’ve 
tried to follow that ethos and work hard at it as that’s what he wanted for us. Yeah, we work 
stupidly hard to get to the end zone, but he supported me through it.  He wanted me to 
progress into what I wanted to do and that’s me today, I suppose (Ben, L2 CE). 
 
Similarly, Henry explained: 
 
Okay, I’m not from a particularly sporty family but they encouraged me to do my best. I 
wouldn’t say anyone in my family was particularly sporty, but I bucked the trend; I swam 
to a good standard competitively before sort of retiring, I guess (Henry, L2 CE).  
 
Also, in terms of the positive and supportive influence of family members for the participants, 
Colin, reflected on ‘missing out’ on the sport he loved and wanted to excel in (rugby union) due 
to his father’s athletic and coaching background in a different sport. Whilst he expressed some 
regret about this, he described how his father had still helped him throughout his sporting and 
coaching journey and how he went on to compete at national level in his sport. Indeed, Colin’s 
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father appeared to be the most dominant influence of any parent on a participant’s early sporting 
socialisation. Further, Colin was the only participant to comment on missing out on a specific 
sport due to his father’s preference for another sport. 
 
So, yeah, rugby was big, you know, but bearing in mind my father was my (sport) coach, I 
mean, it was just killed straight away. The opportunity was taken away from me.  But, yeah, 
the interest has always been there, so rugby’s always been with me (Colin, L4 CE). 
 
Colin also reflected on his early childhood when as an eight-year-old he found out a secret that 
his father and older brother had been keeping from him and his mother. He explained: 
 
I followed my brother one day.  He went to training… my father was a (sportsman) and I 
think when mum and dad married, she promised not to let, or he promised not to let any of 
us (do the sport his father did). Then I think my brother went off one day to a ‘football’ 
training, or so he said, but it was a (sports) club, and I think it wasn’t long before I was 
following him (Colin, L4 CE). 
 
Despite some individual differences, the data show that all participants alluded to having a strong 
family support network, even those whose parents were not ‘sporty’. At face value, this support 
was both important and helpful to them in getting into sport and achieving their sporting 
aspirations. This early socialisation was also important in other and less obvious ways. For 
example, it laid the groundwork for participants’ developing sporting dispositions at the beginning 
of their sporting journeys and acted to reinforce these as they progressed through sport. Messages 
around ‘hard work’, ‘try your best’ and the importance of ‘positive relationships’ and ‘positive 
reinforcement’ recurred in the data and were reinforced by parents in relation to both sport and 
school. These dispositions were then seen through the participants’ access, engagement and their 
developing attitudes towards sport and education. While on one hand these early experiences may 
appear conventional, it is through these very experiences that the participants were learning 
important lessons and developing dispositions that were repeatedly reinforced and were recurring 
messages throughout the findings and analyses. 
 
4.2.2 Physical education and school sport  
When reflecting on their PE and school sport experiences, the consensus amongst participants 
was that secondary school PE generally provided positive experiences, but that primary 
experiences should have been, and currently need to be, better. Fred, an older participant, 
described his experiences: 
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I don’t really remember much PE and sport in primary school, but secondary school was 
pretty competitive, and I enjoyed it. The teachers were a bit like army instructors, really, 
very strict and actually quite physical with us if we messed about. I remember them cuffing 
(hitting) kids and booting (kicking) them! But to be fair to them, if you put it (effort) in, 
worked hard and behaved, they were great fun too. You feared them but respected them and 
if you worked hard in their lessons and when representing the school, they were fine (Fred 
L3, CE).  
 
Colin also spoke fondly about his secondary school sport experiences: 
 
Probably the only (school) team or only sport I wasn’t involved in would be the athletic 
team, although I was always the reserve cross country runner. I was fortunate coming from 
Cambridge we played a lot of the private schools. So, I played in a very good basic (rugby 
union) team but at a high level in terms of that game, and really the PE teacher wanted me 
to take it more seriously and I had approaches (to play at a high level) (Colin, L4, CE). 
 
Ruth expressed her disappointment with primary PE from her experiences and also commented 
on her current beliefs: 
 
It’s wasn’t great and is still a big problem. It doesn’t make any sense that for years primary 
sport has been under-valued and funded. We all know and hear about the related issues with 
obesity, inactivity, gaming, and so on. I still think it’s (primary PE and sport) treated poorly 
in this country. It’s crazy! (Ruth, L2 CE). 
 
Joan explained: 
 
We didn’t do a great deal of PE and sport in primary school. When we did it was the form 
teacher and it wasn’t the best really. I don’t think they saw it as being that important or a 
major part of their role as a classroom teacher. It was better at secondary level and more 
structured, more variety, more serious, and more professional really. There were more 
opportunities to experience different activities, play in teams, and then study it for GCSE 
(Joan, L2 CE). 
 
Mick, one of the younger participants, noted: 
 
It was a bit of a joke really (primary PE). It was the class teacher or a coach coming in. The 
external guys didn’t know our names and I’m not sure they were that interested. Looking 
back, it was a bit of a token effort. It’s a shame really, and it still shouldn’t be like this 
(Mick, L1, CE). 
 
Unlike the other participants, Ernie attended an independent boarding school and commented on 
positive sporting experiences throughout his preparatory and senior school years: 
 
Sport was and is still big in independent schools. My parents would come and watch school 
fixtures, but we were doing sport every day at school. I was always generally good enough 
to get in the first teams, l was pretty athletic, and at prep school I used to win the cross 
country, 1500 metres, that sort of stuff and senior school was pretty much the same really. 
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The schoolmasters and school circuit were competitive and if you were good at sport it was 
great. I had a great time and the amount of sport we got meant that I became a good all-
rounder (Ernie, L2 CE).  
 
Ben was the only participant who described his entire secondary PE experiences in a negative 
light but commented how that had been significant in fueling his desire to become a sports coach. 
Despite his enthusiasm and passion for the subject and his efforts in PE classes, he felt he was 
‘written off’ by his PE teachers at an early age as he was not perceived to be one of the most 
talented athletic performers in his year group. Ben explained: 
 
It was while I was at school.  My teacher refused to let me do GCSE PE and said I wasn’t 
‘sporty’ enough. …which is quite a bold statement at that age, fourteen, fifteen years of age. 
So, I’ve always had the ethos of I want to prove people wrong. I didn’t play to a high level 
at all (in the sport he was a coach and coach educator in). Just loved the game. Had a season 
ticket at a (sport) club for years and then it just grew from there (Ben, L2 CE). 
 
Henry was the youngest coach educator and like Ben was only one of two coach educators to 
experience negative secondary school PE experiences as a pupil. However, Henry’s initial PE 
experiences and relationships were markedly different from his later involvement. Reflecting on 
this period, he noted: 
 
I didn’t really like PE, just because we did a lot of football and I’m not the best footballer, 
it’s probably my worst sport, so yeah, didn’t like PE, but yeah, I enjoyed sport outside of 
the curriculum. I think I would probably be one of the disengaged pupils in PE up until sort 
of year-10, then we started to do leadership, so sort of Sport Leaders’ Awards, sort of Sport 
Leaders’ UK qualifications, and in year-10 I think was when I started to engage more with 
PE, and I guess that’s when I started doing leadership and coaching stuff, and that’s when I 
started to develop really positive relationships with PE teachers at my secondary school 
(Henry, L2 CE). 
 
It was these positive relationships with PE teachers that enabled Henry to gain some preliminary 
periphery ‘coaching’ experiences at an early age: 
 
So, my first experience was, would be sometime in year-10 and I know exactly what I was 
doing, it was a session and I was just helping out one of the PE teachers after school with 
that.  I started doing some after-school clubs there because they just needed a hand, they 
had a large cohort of pupils attending the after-school sessions, and I think I just enjoyed 
the leader element of it, sort of trying to deliver, engage them in the sport.  I think with it 
being extracurricular they were all quite engaged as well, so I guess that was quite a positive 
experience for me (Henry, L2 CE).   
 
The data show that the participants were interested in sport and PE and their participatory 
experiences contributed to the realisation that sport and PE could feature in their future lives. 
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Importantly, school experiences exposed the participants to ‘educators’ in the form of PE teachers 
who reinforced their parents’ thoughts around the importance of ‘hard work’, ‘good behaviour’, 
‘respect and discipline’ and how qualities such as ‘determination’ were needed and valued. The 
participants also identified that being part of and developing positive relationships through sport 
and PE were important and sources of enjoyment.  
The participants reported contrasting experiences between primary and secondary PE, 
where in the former sporting provision was limited, with messages concerning opportunities for 
participation and avoiding the use of ‘external practitioners’ coming to the fore. These encounters 
contradicted the typically positive relationships, experiences and greater opportunities afforded 
in secondary PE. Indeed, this process of socialisation gave the participants not only opportunities 
to participate but for some their first exposure to teaching and coaching. As they progressed 
through secondary school these experiences continued to shape their dispositions towards sport 
and PE and also exposed them to ideas that contributed to their understandings of learning in and 
through sport and PE. In addition, sport beyond school was integral to the participants’ early 
journeys.  
 
4.2.3 Athletic experiences  
The participants’ involvement in sport outside of school tended to be positive and complemented 
their school experiences. These activities were encouraged and supported by their parents. 
Feelings towards external coaches in community sports settings generally mirrored the 
participants’ recollections of their PE teachers. It became clear that ‘helping others’ and ‘caring’ 
were valued. Joan provided a useful example that typically encompassed the participants’ 
feelings: 
 
My youth coaches and PE teachers were very good. They’re probably not seen as the most 
glamourous roles, but in my opinion, they’re the most important. The way they 
communicated, their positivity, and stuff – they cared. The teenage years are really 
important and challenging and (were) key for me. They made a big impression on me and 
even now I remember looking forward to seeing them and going to their sessions. It was 
very powerful and something I now try to do when I coach (Joan, L2 CE). 
 
Typically, the participants’ athletic experiences related to representing local clubs, but five of the 
participants also went on to perform to a high level (Fred, Colin, Henry, Ernie and Kris). Fred 
was the only participant who had had an extensive professional athletic career, whilst Colin (as 
an adult) and Henry (youth level) had been national level performers for short periods. Kris was 
103 
 
identified as a talented performer until the age of nineteen and Ernie had performed at national 
league level in his sport as an adult. In general, the participants described themselves as being 
‘pretty good’ sports performers, but despite wanting to, the majority felt they were not talented 
enough to enjoy a long career as an elite-level performer. Kris explained: 
 
I can remember as a young child thinking, I’ll be a better coach than I am a player.  I can 
remember thinking that, so it was always in my mind, and I suppose I’d always had the 
influences through my dad and grandad, who were both managers rather than coaches.  I 
remember writing (this), do you remember that red folder you had at school, was it called 
the National Record? (Kris, L2 CE). 
 
Sarah likewise commented: 
 
I just enjoyed sport, I went to ‘Uni’, but to be honest wasn’t that academic. I did enjoy 
playing sport and helping others though, I was probably what you’d call a steady second 
team player and thought I could have a career teaching and coaching sport. A lot of my 
friends were the same at ‘Uni’ (Sarah, L2 CE). 
 
Although Peter, Angus and John did not enter tertiary education, Sarah’s views around parental 
support, enjoying sport, friendships and helping others were representative of the participants’ 
aspirations more broadly and their attitudes towards sport and coaching. Peter, like most of the 
participants, alluded to the friendships he made through sport in his childhood, some of which he 
retained to this day: 
 
I would knock around with the guys who were keen on sport, played in the school teams, 
played after school, and the local teams and leagues away from school sport. We had 
something in common and similar interests. I’m still in touch with a couple of the guys all 
these years later. I suppose it’s (sport) a bit of a bond really (Peter, L3 CE). 
 
Colin recalled how his father influenced his understanding of coaching when he was a young 
athlete: 
  
My father was my coach and so I think he was bit of years ahead in a way, do you know, 
the way I could sit and talk to him, he sort of like would be like a fortune teller.  He’d say, 
“Oh, this will happen and that will happen,” and then it would sort of come true, you know. 
How he saw the sport was quite wide, very technically orientated and I can see where I’ve 
got all that from (Colin, L4 CE). 
 
James, however, held strong ambitions to be a professional sportsman but explained that injury 
had curtailed these; though, this setback had ignited and accelerated his interest in coaching: 
 
I’d got aspirations to play professionally, and if I, I think with, you know, it’s one of those 
ones where, if I’d been exposed to an environment where I’d have benefitted from, you 
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know, like the tons of youngsters do now, I mean you can get strength and conditioning 
help, you can get all that side of things, and I think if I’d have been in that environment I 
think I might’ve had the opportunity to do all right at it, because I was big and fast, and 
quite fearless at the time.  But then once I’d done my knee ‘in’ I had real problems with that 
for a couple of years before it got operated on and then the rehab didn’t go brilliantly and I 
just gave up playing. I was really pissed off about that. But then I think I just got the bug 
and I wanted to do something, I couldn’t play because my knee was still a bit of a mess at 
the time and thought, well I’ll do some coaching badges and try and do some coaching 
somewhere (James L2, CE).   
 
Conversely, Fred reflected fondly on his journey and drew on societal differences when 
articulating his view: 
 
My generation didn’t have the distraction that kids have today. Our fun was hours and hours 
playing sport; you know, after school, weekends, in the street, the recs (recreation grounds). 
You played against the big kids, whether it was football, bull-dog, cricket, and it made you 
better, it challenged you. I remember doing the washing up (at home after dinner), and some 
mates and the big lads would knock on the door to get me out to play after-school. It was 
great – I loved that. The downside was my dad calling me in (later in the evening) and the 
embarrassment of getting called in earlier than the other guys! I became good (at sport) 
because of this – yes, I did have some good coaches and some who were crap, but I wouldn’t 
say I was actually coached much actually. I learned a lot from these unstructured 
experiences just playing with my friends and became very good (at his sport) and ended up 
having a decent (professional) career. I still love my sport and coaching, and to be honest, 
it’s all I’ve known I suppose…and I’m not sure I’d want to do anything else (Fred L3 CE). 
 
The data reflecting early athletic experiences and influences shows how they were interwoven 
with experiences at school and their families. Taken together these early athletic and PE 
experiences influenced their sporting interests, journeys and interest in coaching sport with ideas 
that careers in sport, coaching and PE were possible (cf. Pimlott-Wilson, 2011). Importantly, these 
experiences then continued to shape and reinforce the participants’ dispositions towards sport and 
learning in sport through sedimented practices, where notions of ‘enjoyment’, ‘positivity’, 
‘relationships’, ‘fun’, ‘helping others’, ‘caring’, ‘hard work’, ‘effort’ and being made to feel good 
(and making others feel good) were becoming embodied. Thereby, the participants were being 
socialised into particular “ways of knowing and doing” (Gearity et al., 2013, p. 67; cf. Coakley, 
1994, 2001; Jones & Thomas, 2015) and were getting a ‘feel for the game’ (Bourdieu, 1990a; cf. 
Blackett et al., 2015; Hassanin & Light, 2014) and learning to ‘value the game’ (cf. Cushion & 
Jones, 2014). This is discussed in more detail in chapter six.  
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4.2.4 Becoming a coach 
It was their childhood journeys and experiences that encouraged the participants to remain a part 
of the sporting milieu. Thus, this initial interest and enjoyment developed into a ‘passion for sport’ 
which continued to gain momentum throughout late adolescence and young adulthood, leading to 
them pursuing careers in the area (cf. Brasil et al., 2017; Hassanin & Light, 2014, inter alia). 
Indeed, as the data shows, the participants did not begin their coaching careers as ‘blank pages’; 
they had already been exposed to PE, sport and coaching and had experienced many years of 
teachers’ (cf. Mordal-Moen & Green, 2014) and coaches’ (cf. Cushion et al., 2003; Stewart & 
Owens, 2011) practice. Therefore, their dispositions about sport and coaching had been informed, 
developed and reinforced over time. 
Apart from Henry, the participants started coaching in their late teenage years or early 
twenties. Typically, this followed SGB certification achieved during their athletic ‘careers’, 
although two of the highest performing athletes (Colin and Fred) entered coaching and practiced 
without any coaching qualifications. Eleven of the participants commenced in a ‘leading’ 
coaching role whereas the remaining five had begun in assistant roles. Each participant had 
experienced coaching in what Lyle (2002) conceptualised as participation and developmental 
coaching domains, but Colin, Fred, Henry and Ernie (four of the highest-level performing 
athletes) progressed to coaching roles in performance-related environments (see Blackett et al., 
2015). Essentially, the participants’ coaching journeys replicated their athletic experiences and 
abilities. Those without performance-level athletic experience did not enter performance coaching 
domains. The following data offer insight into how their athletic experiences and time spent as 
recipients of coaching reinforced and became an influence on their current coaching practice and 
understandings of it (cf. Townsend & Cushion, 2015; Watts & Cushion, 2016, inter alia). From 
this, it could be seen that drawing on their former practitioners’ practice, personal athletic 
experiences, other coaches (cf. Lyle & Cushion, 2017, inter alia) and relationships were valued. 
For example: 
 
You learn from playing the sport at all levels and remember those that taught you. As you 
get older and develop your coaching, I suppose you look back at those experiences and the 
people coaching you. You consider what they did and how, and how they made you feel, 
even (Ruth, L2 CE). 
 
Playing the sport helps you to learn about it. Don’t get me wrong, not all of my coaches 
were great, but if I didn’t have this (playing) experience I would struggle, I think. You 
know, I’m not sure I’d actually be comfortable coaching sports I’d never played, and I’m 
not sure you can. Playing the sport gives you a massive advantage (Angus, L2 CE). 
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The reason I’ve become the coach that I am is because I’ve been in and around people that 
I’ve learnt from. I’ve been very fortunate in my time to have worked with and performed 
under some very good coaches. When I played under (coach’s name and coach’s name) 
they just had the knack of getting people to feel good and together and bonded well. They 
were the best man-managers really. Don’t get me wrong it was hard, but they also made 
fun, we knew our roles and things were kept quite simple really and everyone understood 
what we were about and had to do. I think this is why we were so successful (Fred, L3 CE). 
 
You learn the game and coaching from doing it (playing and coaching) and you learn from 
watching it and reading stuff – books, magazines and that sort of thing and some of the 
online stuff is pretty useful. Yes, things have advanced, but the sport and the basics don’t 
change and are still as relevant now as they’ve ever been (John, L3 CE). 
 
You constantly look back at those coaches you had. I learned a lot from watching other 
coaches too, I still find that really useful. You get different approaches, ways of doing 
things, and then you think yes, I could use that. So really you add to your knowledge-base 
and take bits from other coaches and add bits as you go. But more than anything else you’ve 
got to connect with them (athletes), the relationship is so important and that’s the key for 
me but it’s also the hardest and the most challenging bit (Peter, L3 CE). 
 
These findings reveal their situated experiences gained from participation in the sport, former 
coaches, other coaches, positive relationships and being made to feel good (caring and emotions) 
were valued by the participants. These experiences were furthermore powerful and resonated with 
how their parents had raised them and informed their current dispositions and practice. 
Ernie’s journey and entry into coaching, however, was different from the other 
participants in that he only started coaching following his lengthy athletic and business career. 
Notwithstanding, his thoughts aligned with the other participants’ feelings and he explained his 
transition from playing sport to becoming a coach as follows: 
 
I started coaching about twenty years ago and the reason being is that as a player I’d gone 
past my best and I enjoyed the sport and, you know, I enjoyed the fact that I was beginning 
as a player, as I got older, I was beginning to understand more about the coaching process 
and the requirements of a good coach. When you’re young you don’t necessarily see all of 
the benefits of a good coach, you know, some of it goes in one ear and out of the other, but 
as you get older you sort of, well, it makes more sense and I just thought that I could do a 
decent job and give something back really (Ernie, L2 CE).  
 
On the other hand, Kris tended to focus more on the ineffective practice he had experienced when 
he was performing at his highest level as an athlete: 
 
I sit here feeling like I’m sounding like a bitter player, but I’m not, there was lots of 
possession-based stuff, but very repetitive, I don’t really remember feeling I learnt anything. 
I don’t think I was coached; I would question for example the coach education that my 
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coaches had had. I look at the cohort that I was with, and they just, we just didn’t develop 
(Kris, L2 CE).   
 
Despite Ernie’s alternative route into coaching it was clear through his comment that he wanted 
“to give something back” that he had gained a lot of enjoyment from his athletic involvement in 
a variety of sports. He was keen for his athletes to share and enjoy similar positive experiences 
(cf. Brasil et al., 2017, inter alia). Additionally, Kris’ comments resonated with Angus who had 
previously alluded to having coaches who he considered not to be great (Fred also expressed that 
he was not really coached, but did not see this negatively); however, like Angus, Kris struggled 
to articulate why he felt this and what in fact was bad about the coaching. 
Even though between them they had experienced a vast and broad range of coach 
education across different sports, the participants did not view coach education and CPD as being 
influential throughout their journeys (cf. Armour, 2010; 2011; Jones et al., 2003, 2004; Watts & 
Cushion, 2016, inter alia). When we consider their current roles as ‘coach educators’, this was a 
notable finding. The data suggest the participants valorised knowledge and understanding about 
coaching that was informed by previous athletic experiences and the sports they coached in (cf.  
Christensen, 2014; Coakley, 1994; Cushion et al., 2003; Sage, 1989; Stewart & Owens, 2011, 
inter alia). The data highlight the similarities and influential nature of the participants’ early 
situated sporting and coaching experiences in shaping their understandings of coaching, coach 
learning and coach education. Coach education itself was viewed as being detached from the real 
coaching contexts which they valued and thus was deemed unhelpful and artificial (cf. Cushion 
et al., 2003; Jones & Wallace, 2005; Stodter & Cushion, 2017, inter alia). Despite this, they 
accepted the ‘conditions’ and it was taken-for-granted that coach education was something that 
‘needed to be done’. In addition, irrespective of the age of the participant or educational 
background, they continued to draw on and value their situated athletic and coaching experiences. 
Importance was placed on sporting knowledge, relationships, communication, feelings, 
enjoyment and positivity, and these were behaviours and approaches that the participants felt their 
best coaches and other coaches embodied.  
In summary, the participants’ entry into coaching was a result of their families and positive 
sporting and PE experiences. Essentially, these socialisation processes had encouraged the 
participants to consider a career (cf. Pimlott-Wilson, 2011; Reay, 2004a) in an area they had found 
rewarding from an early age (see Brasil et al., 2017; Coakley, 1994; Stroot et al. 1994, inter alia). 
Haycock and Smith (2014) have highlighted how such experiences and sport socialisation are 
influenced by parents’ support, their interest in sport, and their financial and transport assistance, 
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commenting that this helps children to facilitate “the ‘love’ of sport” and “inherit sporting 
habituses and values from parents” (Haycock & Smith, 2014, p. 286; Hassanin & Light, 2014). 
In addition, in considering the transition from childhood to young adulthood, Birchwood, Roberts 
and Pollock (2008) reported that it was the cultural dimension of family settings that go on to 
inform young adults’ predispositions, arguing these predispositions are somewhat fixed by sixteen 
years of age and thus largely “a product of childhood socialization in the family” (Birchwood et 
al., 2008, p. 293). These situated athletic experiences also exposed the participants to different 
aspects of sport and coaching, crucially giving them exposure to coaches and teachers where 
initial ideas about ‘good’ or ‘bad’ practice were developed (Cushion et al., 2003; Sage, 1989; 
Stewart & Owens, 2011).  
The present findings (in particular, in the cases of Kris, Brian, Ernie, Sam and Colin) also 
highlight the additional influence of having sporting parents (cf. Haycock & Smith, 2014; see also 
Stroot et al., 1994). Hence, childhood had served as a substantive and consistent foundation that 
fueled and informed the participants’ initial understandings and experiences of sport and 
coaching. School PE and sport, PE teachers, and coaches encouraged their participation, 
motivation and sporting enjoyment forming the foundations of their on-going and life-long 
involvement in sport. The following section provides further links to these analyses and goes onto 
explore the participants’ experiences of tertiary education and understandings of coach education 
and coach learning. 
 
4.2.5 Tertiary education 
Ten of the participants’ journeys had entered tertiary education (typically as young adults), 
with nine having undertaken PE or sport-related studies (five of whom had postgraduate 
awards). The participants enjoyed their tertiary education experiences (without particularly 
being explicit why from an educational perspective) but generally had little to say (cf. Armour, 
1997). Ben and Sarah, however, conceded they struggled academically. Both were also critical 
of their tertiary education experiences and questioned the abilities of academic staff (e.g. 
professional educators) in being able to relate theoretical principles to practice and vice-versa 
(cf. Jones, 2011). Sarah explained: 
 
Where I studied at (university) there was a lot of focus on pedagogy – to be honest a lot of 
us were confused, and probably still are. There were a lot of contradictions between 
lecturers and things we read and were told. I suppose if I’m honest, looking back, I became 
a bit fed up with the area as I thought, well if they’re confused, what chance have I got? 
Well, some of the stuff has little relevance to the challenges you can face as a coach. For 
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me, this comes down to the person (lecturer) delivering it too. The better ones (lecturers) 
do this and relate it (to practice), but a lot don’t do it (Sarah, L2 CE). 
 
Ben explained:  
 
Some people delivering the lectures have not been in the real world, and, for me, they were 
more interested in their research. I learned more from the placements and observing and 
actually coaching. You learn more in the actual environment you’re gonna be working in 
and the people that work in it full-time. But obviously the degree has helped me get 
interviews and jobs (Ben, L2 CE). 
 
Such a view is perhaps unsurprising given most of the participants’ beliefs (apart from Henry) 
towards their situated and reinforced athletic and coaching experiences. Therefore, their academic 
experiences (that Sarah and Ben confessed they struggled with) may have either challenged their 
pre-existing situated and experiential beliefs or in fact reinforced them due to these criticisms (this 
is discussed further in chapter six). Nevertheless, these accounts clearly indicate they did not value 
their tertiary experiences. Two of the older participants (e.g. Sam and Brian) who had undertaken 
sport-related degrees around two decades ago recalled that pedagogy did not really feature in their 
university education: 
 
We did cover coaching, but it was more coaching science or pure sports science really – 
you know, quite heavy on physiology, biomechanics, sport psychology, fitness testing, and 
it’s really important on your CV (Sam, L2 CE). 
 
Coaching was a core part of the programme but learning and pedagogy weren’t really. Well, 
not that I can recall now anyhow. It was very ‘sports sciencey’, quite generic really, but as 
I say it was a long time ago (Brian, L4 CE). 
 
Apart from Ben and Sarah, the participants’ views surrounding their educational experiences were 
rather limited. Of course, as already demonstrated, the participants were carrying a lot of historical 
and reinforced athletic, coaching and contextual ‘learning’ experiences and understandings into 
their tertiary settings. However, it was clear that obtaining qualifications in higher education (as 
was reported in reference to coach education) were valued for the employment opportunities they 
would assist with, rather than any specific expertise they provided. In relation to this, the 
following section considers the participants’ transitions from coach to coach educator and the 
training processes they experienced to become certified as professional coach educators.  
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4.2.6 Becoming a coach educator and tutor training 
The historical discourse of coaching being an ‘emerging profession’ (see Lyle, 1986, 2002; Lyle 
& Cushion, 2017; Taylor & Garratt, 2013) typically positions coaching and coach educator roles 
as part-time endeavours (and is discussed further in chapter five) and this was apparent from the 
participants within this research. The coach educators explained that they generally ‘fell into’ the 
coach educator role as an additional or unexpected part-time position that supplemented their 
coaching ‘CV’ (curriculum vitae) and ‘day job’. Accordingly, the participants described how their 
coach educator role was a ‘bonus’ to their part-time coaching employment, highlighting the 
shortage of full-time coaching and coach educator roles. In explaining the reasons why they 
became coach educators, the following extracts were typical of the participants’ responses: 
 
More money, better job opportunities, good for your CV, you know. It was never a goal of 
mine, but in the past few years the role has grown a lot, and it brings me in more money. 
Apart from that, if I’m honest, I haven’t really given it much thought (on the coach educator 
role) until speaking about it with you now. I suppose really it is becoming seen as a natural 
progression (Fred, L3 CE). 
 
It’s really good for the CV and helps you get recognised on the circuit and pick up more 
work. It supplements my coaching income really and I know that the other guys who I tutor 
with feel the same (Ernie, L2 CE). 
 
Brian, the highest qualified coach (level five) and coach educator (level four), was the only 
participant from a ‘coaching’ perspective to express how the ‘quality of coaching’ in his sport 
motivated him to want to improve things and become a coach educator. Although Brian was very 
critical of the level one course in his sport, he was the only participant to describe how effective 
and advanced the coach education pathway in his sport had become. In response to the question 
as to why he became a coach educator, he replied:  
 
I was exasperated by the quality of some of the coaching that was out there. And the fact 
people call themselves coaches and doing a fairly mediocre job, and even the simple things 
weren’t being done well...  even just simple club coaches and the simple things that you 
need to be able to do that people didn’t do and I think gives a bad name to coaching. So, it 
probably was borne out of frustration more than anything.  But, also, I’d been coaching for 
a number of years and maybe I was ready for the next kind of challenge as well.  And I 
worked with other people who were tutors and thought, “I’d quite fancy…” they were my 
role models and I thought, you know, “If they can do that, I’d love to have a go at doing 
that.”  And there’s quite a bit of kudos around being a tutor as well, which is quite nice 
(Brian, L4 CE). 
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Coach educator recruitment processes varied between sports but were generally informal, random 
and short. Several participants described that they were ‘head-hunted’ due to their athletic and 
coaching backgrounds (cf. Blackett et al., 2015). Henry explained: 
 
I sort of got head-hunted I guess from (sport); they were looking to recruit more workforce.  
It was more they were actively looking for educators and, they, like I say, ‘head-hunted’ is 
a term I use loosely. I’d done a course with one of their staff members and they asked me 
if I would consider tutoring for them as well covering their NGB courses at the time.  I 
obviously agreed, and I’ve carried on since (Henry, L2 CE).  
Similarly, James was recruited based on his playing and coaching background and through an 
informal process: 
 
I met one chap and just had an informal chat with him, and he said, ‘yeah, we’d like to get 
you on board’. I suppose it’s contacts and being in the right place at the right time time 
(James, L2 CE). 
 
John likewise reported: 
Former team-mates and networks in the sport help. A lot of it is word of mouth and who 
you know and who you get on with. I’d say it’s becoming a bit more formal and organised 
now though (John, L3 CE). 
 
The participants reported that in order to become a SGB coach educator, a SGB coaching 
certification in the same sport was needed. Usually, a short SGB ‘tutor training’ course was also 
needed (cf. Robinson, 2010). The level of SGB certification obtained as a coach learner informed 
the level of qualification coach educators certified. Typically, the coach educators delivered a 
programme that was one tier below their level of coaching certification. In two sports, however, 
it was noted that a level two course could be delivered by a coach educator who was also a level 
two qualified coach. That said, three of the eldest participants (Colin, Ernie and Fred) had been 
appointed as coach educators without any tutor training, CPD provision, or educational 
qualifications, but they had since undergone tutor training and CPD.  
Colin explained that there was a historical lack of focus on coach education and coach 
educators in his sport: 
 
So, the regional coach automatically became coach educator.  He was in charge of heading 
up the coaching courses.  There was no real – you’ve passed your (tutoring) course, there 
was no like, “this is what you need to do.” Yeah, there was no real...like a syllabus.  It was 
very much like – maybe still is, a bit loose with what it was. It’s unfortunate with (sport), it 
seems to be politics and the committees seem to not really take it in (the importance of 
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coach education); we (still) don’t have a real paid coach educator. No-one’s going to 
develop coaching.  That, to me, doesn’t seem right (Colin, L3 CE). 
 
One other issue that came to light was that less popular sports with smaller SGBs struggled to run 
level three and four coaching certification courses meaning that the coach educator role essentially 
ended at level two in some sports. James explained: 
 
I’ve been trying to get on the level three for about three or four years now and they just 
don’t run them. Lots of us do not get the time or can’t afford it and this means the courses 
don’t run. It’s supply and demand, so in our sport it’s hard to climb the ladder as a coach 
and a coach educator really. I suppose that’s the reality of being in a less popular sport 
(James, L2 CE). 
 
All participants were critical of their compulsory SGB ‘tutor training’ and the associated CPD 
provision they received as tutors, claiming they were largely unhelpful, ‘rushed’ and ‘tick-box’ 
exercises. It appeared that the rationale for the participants’ training and education to become 
‘coach educators’ was based on the need to ‘cover’, ‘deliver’ and ‘get the content across’ and 
echoed the participants’ experiences and perceptions of coach education and CPD as coach 
learners (cf. Armour, 2010, 2011; Nash et al., 2016, inter alia). For example, James noted: 
 
The training is more to do with what you need to cover in the book (course handbook), not 
how you need to cover it. Once you’d done the generic tutor training and been through the 
course, we would have a meeting as a county, but that was much more around protocol and 
organisation than it was around actually tutoring (James, L2 CE). 
 
Furthermore, the ‘training’ periods were reportedly short and rushed (i.e. one or two days), with 
some SGBs requiring their coach educators to simply observe certified tutors delivering courses 
in order to then replicate what they did. This is discussed further in chapters five and six. There 
was, therefore, some frustration over the compulsory educational process in their SGBs. Joan 
explained: 
 
But I think the biggest danger is that, and perhaps that’s where the (SGB) are at at the 
minute, is there’s just too much content, and I think they’ve just rushed things through and 
they haven’t decided what is it that they will leave with, and their argument would be, well 
we’re empowering these wonderful tutors to do that.  We’ve had three orientation days, 
which were awful - it was rushed. There were very few answers - some contradicted the 
qualification, and qualification framework - they couldn’t give us an answer…what is it that 
they (coach learners) will leave with? (Joan, L2 CE). 
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Interestingly, Brian was the only coach educator who expressed concern over not being part of 
the curriculum design for his coaching pathway (cf. Horgan & Daly, 2015). The other participants 
were also not involved in this process but did not comment on it. Brian explained: 
 
Some of it’s a bit like this is what you’re going to deliver. Great, well we’d have liked to 
have been involved in why those decisions have been made because on the ground we’re 
the ones that are actually delivering the course (Brian, L4 CE). 
 
James acknowledged the challenges that he perceived ‘less popular’ sports with SGBs can face 
in delivering CPD: 
 
Yeah, they do put CPD on and there’s normally at least one or two CPD sessions a year.  
Part of the challenge for me getting to them is a lot of the time they’re at somewhere like 
(location) or somewhere like that, and if I’ve been coaching on the Saturday for example, 
we might be playing away in Wales on the Saturday and then on the Sunday I’ve got to go 
up to (location) and then if the (another team he coaches) have got a game on (Sunday) 
sometimes it’s just difficult for me to get to all of those, but I try and get to some every so 
often.  And then they do regular things to be fair (James, L2 CE). 
 
James’ example illustrates that expectations towards CPD in smaller SGBs were slightly more 
relaxed and less rigid than those in larger SGBs.  
 
Interviewer: And are they compulsory? 
 
If you miss out you need to sort of catch up on what you missed out basically, so the idea 
is that they’re compulsory but in the same breath they’re flexible enough to realise that, you 
know, the workforce would diminish pretty rapidly if they were compulsory and people 
didn’t attend them, because people have just got other commitments (James, L2 CE). 
 
The data illustrate that the participants’ transitions into coach educator roles were welcome 
additions to their part-time coaching roles and supplemented their CVs, creating more 
employment opportunities and usually provided more income.  Despite being certified as 
professional educators by their SGBs, the recruitment, preparation and training for these roles 
were short processes and inconsistent across sports. Indeed, ‘tutor training’ was a brief, highly 
structured and procedural process which reportedly had little impact. In fact, becoming a certified 
coach educator tended to take less time than coach learners undertaking a level one coaching 
certificate. Participants’ feelings towards tutor training resonated with their dissatisfaction and 
perceptions of coach education as coach learners. From this, the participants’ longstanding 
criticisms towards their coach education experiences as coach learners were further reinforced 
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and re-confirmed. This meant their reliance and preference towards knowledge, understanding 
and learning from situated experiences reaffirmed their pre-existing beliefs and biases (see 
Bourdieu, 1990a; Reay, 2004a), and this is considered further in chapter six. 
 
4.3 Understanding coach learning and coach education 
As coach learners, the participants had experienced a wide range of coach education and CPD 
courses across different decades, various sports, contrasting SGBs and across all levels of 
certification. However, there was an overwhelming consensus that these experiences had been 
and remained low impact. For example: 
 
It (formal coach education) didn’t really make me a better coach if that’s what you’re asking 
- yet, here I am delivering it now. That doesn’t sound too good, does it? No, to be honest, 
they didn’t really help at all. They’re pretty basic and something you just have to get through 
(John, L2 CE). 
 
And no disrespect, I don’t know what your (sport) background is, Darren, if you’ve been in 
and around sports, pretty sure you could pass a level one as well. The (level) one is so basic 
(Brian, L4 CE). 
 
Look, it’s something that’s needed, and I think it’s sort of improving over recent years, but 
to be honest you, I pick very little up on these courses (Fred, L3, CE).  
 
It’s not really about coaching, more safety to be honest. No, it didn’t really help at all, but 
you need to get them done (James, L2 CE). 
 
Well they can help with structure and basic bits, but they’re short and quite rushed. I 
wouldn’t say they’ve had much influence to be honest, I hope it’s okay to say that (Ruth, 
L2 CE). 
 
The level one is really a very, very basic course. It’s a fairly general course, it’s not very 
sport-specific. I’ve always thought there could be general level one course for all sports to 
deal with the issues covered in the level one, you know health and safety, there’s little 
(sport) content. They’ve (SGB) revised them in the last eighteen months but I think that’s 
more around people’s lifestyles and people not being able to make three consecutive 
Sundays as opposed to there being anything wrong with the courses (Ernie, L2 CE). 
 
Following Ernie’s response, he was asked about his experiences of his level two course (that 
he undertook as a coach learner) to which he replied: 
 
Nah, it didn’t really help me at all (Ernie, L2 CE). 
 
Angus perhaps best summed up the participants’ overall feelings: 
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It’s that old thing that where you jump through the hoop really. They (coach education 
courses) are pretty limited and a bit false really. They don’t really prepare you for the real 
thing (Angus, L2 CE). 
 
It was evident and not surprising that there was a juxtaposition between the participants’ valued 
contextualised situated experiences and what they perceived coach education offered (cf. Lyle & 
Cushion, 2017, inter alia). The methods in coach education appeared alien to them and different 
to what they had previously experienced and valued. In fact, it seemed as if coaching experiences 
and coach education served different purposes in the participants’ eyes in that they felt they 
learned in the former but had to do the latter. At certain points throughout their interviews, every 
participant described their formal coach education and CPD experiences as being either 
decontextualised, artificial, or generally unhelpful. There was a strong sense that coaching and 
learning occurred in ‘real’ coaching practice through athletic and coaching experience, whereas, 
with respect to coaching qualifications (and CPD) they did not really facilitate and promote 
learning, but you had to ‘get them done’. Consequently, and understandably, the participants did 
not look forward or show enthusiasm towards attending them. This implied there was an 
assumption that the sedimentation of repetitive situated athletic and coaching experiences were 
essential for ‘good’ coaching practice.  
A clear example of this could be seen through Kris who had failed his level one and level 
three coaching certificates on his first attempts (the only participant to do so). He was currently 
an experienced level three coach, qualified PE teacher and teacher educator, but he questioned 
whether undertaking a level four coaching award would be of any benefit to his future learning 
and coaching practice: 
 
…UEFA B (level three), I did that quite early on, if I remember rightly it was the year I did 
my PGCE, or the year before, I failed it, but I wasn’t coaching. I wanted to become a better 
coach, I wanted to learn more but because I wasn’t at that time working with a team I wasn’t 
able to get that consistency and that practice. I wasn’t overly impressed with the assessment 
process, it felt like a driving test, because I’d been walked through the course, kind of, do 
this and you’ll pass. And that kind of reward and effort thing I just don’t see, not arrogantly, 
I just don’t see what I would get out of it (commencing a level 4 coaching award) compared 
to the amount of effort, time and cost that I’d have to put in (Kris, L2 CE). 
 
Similarly, Henry felt the level three award was something he would not want to do again, and 
therefore the level four award was not even a consideration for his future development as a coach:  
 
I am on the level three, and not far off completing really, it’s just a matter of putting pen to 
paper for it. I’m not sure I’d go for level three again (Henry, L2, CE).  
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Nonetheless, the participants reported that coaching qualifications and CPD attendance were 
‘needed’ to be able pursue better coaching roles and aid their earning potential. Essentially, when 
they had reached the level of certification they perceived was needed for a specific coaching or 
coach educator role, they stopped. There were associated reasons for this, including costs and 
time constraints, but in the main they did not feel being certified to a higher level would make 
them better coaches (cf. Cushion, 2011a, inter alia). This showed a lack of faith in coach 
education, with the data essentially suggesting that coach education and CPD were disconnected 
from coaches’ requirements in their specific coaching contexts. Indeed, when the participants 
discussed formal provision from the position of coach learners, they echoed the same criticisms 
reported in previous findings from scholars and other coach learners (e.g. Chesterfield et al., 2010; 
Jones et al., 2003, 2004; Nash & Sproule, 2012; Nelson et al., 2013; Stodter & Cushion, 2017, 
inter alia). In essence, despite being employed as coach educators, the participants were generally 
critical of the coach education they were employed to deliver and had experienced as coach 
learners as it failed to represent the reality of the coaching role or improve practice. This point is 
developed further in chapter five.  
The data further suggest that the participants had not considered the assumptions and 
beliefs that underpinned the formal provision they had attended as coach learners and currently 
delivered as coach educators. Given the participants’ histories as coaches and some also as 
teachers, and their roles as professional educators, this was both an interesting and surprising 
finding. In relation to this, and as alluded to earlier, a key feature of the interviews was the 
participants’ generally mixed and limited responses to questions around pedagogy and learning. 
For example, their interviews appeared to indicate a lack of awareness, reflection, reflexivity and 
a critical appreciation of coaching and learning, and was complemented by a taken-for-granted 
attitude (this is further developed in chapter six). For example, Peter explained:  
 
Actually, when you put it like that (what are the assumptions that underpin your coaching 
and coach educator practice?), it’s quite hard to answer. It’s not something I’ve really had 
to think about a great deal. We spend a lot of time doing (coaching and educating), but less 
on this - it’s a good question – like some of the others. To be honest, Darren, it’s not 
something I’ve really done before – I think I need to go away and have a good think (Peter, 
L2 CE). 
 
Surprisingly, Kris, an experienced coach, coach educator and a PE teacher, felt he had not had a 
‘huge learning journey’. However, he expressed that the athletes he had coached were the biggest 
117 
 
influence on his views and knowledge of learning. He explained that learning was associated with 
working with high-level athletes and the performers’ reactions towards his practice. Kris 
commented: 
 
So, the biggest influences (on coaching and learning) in my career, probably the players 
would be – learning from the players and how they react, what they enjoy and what they 
don’t. I don’t know if I’ve had a huge learning journey.  Maybe I’ve not worked with 
athletes of a high enough level to get to the ‘nitty-gritty’ of coaching and learning (Kris, L2 
CE). 
 
Confusion and contradiction, however, were perhaps evident here, as Kris then went on to say: 
 
So, what has it (coach education) had on mine (practice)?  I think more than anything it, it’s 
reinforced what I’m doing (Kris, L2, CE).   
 
Brian, the highest SGB qualified coach and coach educator, shared some of his thoughts and 
understanding of learning, highlighting the importance of observing and demonstrating: 
 
Yeah, yeah, very much so (we cover learning).  It’s very geared around the fact, you know, 
as a level one, taking mini (sport), you know, we pretty much know that 83-point whatever 
percent it is of those children who learn best by actually seeing something.  So, your 
demonstration skills are really, really, important.  When you start to get to teenagers and 
adults, they probably want to see less and want to hear a little bit more. But the most 
important thing is if you can get used to being able to show something, to demonstrate 
something, because that means you can cut out all the talk that goes with it and get them 
playing (Brian, L4 CE). 
 
The above suggests that limited conceptual pedagogical awareness and understanding, alongside 
some confusion, were evident. Interestingly, understanding pedagogy and ‘learning’ had not 
appeared to be an integral or explicit part of the participants’ education in coach learning, nor was 
it mentioned as a common feature of their valued situated experiences. Nevertheless, when 
fielding specific questions on the topic, each participant felt ‘learning’ was an important part of 
coaching and the coach educator’s role. Ernie, an experienced coach, explained: 
 
Yes, we cover learning styles, your visual, ‘audio’, kinaesthetic, yes, we cover all of that. 
And to be honest, this is quite a new thing, we never really spoke about this (‘learning’ in 
coach education) a few years back (Ernie, L2 CE). 
 
Similarly, Sam explained that in his sport coach educators were encouraged to highlight to coach 
learners the importance of different and preferred learning styles. Each coach educator was 
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encouraged to convey this message to coaches and highlight that individuals will have learning 
preferences that are either visual, auditory or kinaesthetic.  He explained: 
 
The only thing we are really required to cover on learning is that it can be visual, auditory 
or kinaesthetic. And, we don’t spend much time on this, we just kind of say it and explain 
each one (Sam, L2 CE).  
 
This was also seen to be the case with other participants during their interviews. James offered 
his thoughts: 
 
We talk about it (learning), we talk about visual, auditory, kinaesthetics, and trying to make 
sure that you’ve got a demonstration that people can see and, you know, make your 
introductions and your ‘talky’ bits as short as possible and give lots of opportunity to 
practice their skills (James, L2 CE). 
 
In relation to coaching children, Mick expressed that they enjoy being ‘told’ what to do, and, 
along with Angus and John, had noticeably little to offer on learning: 
 
Yes, kids learn in different ways but as learners themselves kids love to be told what to do 
(Mick, L1 CE). 
 
Angus explained when reflecting on his coaching and learning that: 
 
And in terms of reflecting on my learning I think, I think it’s more of an outward lens rather 
than inward, which then obviously impacts on me (Angus, L2 CE).   
 
With respect to delivering coach education, the participants highlighted the following areas: 
‘athlete’ or ‘player-centred’; ‘lots of Q and A’; ‘learn in the game’; ‘group learning’, and ‘group 
tasks’. However, the coach educators typically struggled to express the rationale for these 
assertions and what the above looked like in their practice. Nonetheless, at the very least, some 
coach educators espoused that social interaction, positive relationships and collaboration were 
important for learning and this emanated from their early experiences and reflections. On the other 
hand, Ben, who as noted earlier was a former university student who had struggled academically, 
somewhat bridged the gap between the bulk of the participants and Henry with his thoughts. Ben 
reflected: 
 
..sometimes it’s (learning) not always given that contextual relevance, so sometimes you 
struggle to relate from practice to theory. The format of it (learning in coach education) is 
slightly changed where it’s not necessarily block practices and you have random and 
variable; it’s more game-based practice. It’s changed now; the whole course has completely 
changed, but it was very much ‘monkey do, monkey say’, you have to be able to do this 
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otherwise you will fail.  You had to be able to ‘stop, stand still’ (a traditional coaching 
formula for assessment purposes), show me the whole process (Ben, L2 CE). 
 
In his practice as a coach educator in a relatively new sport, Ben’s SGB afforded some agency in 
his delivery (an area also discussed in chapters five and six): 
 
And I suppose within education now, you’re trying to create the independent learner and 
more pupil-led learning as opposed to just what has been tutor-led, so more of a facilitation 
of practice. Having to adapt to, I suppose, different age and context ranges.  So, some could 
be academy coaches; some could be grassroots coaches; so, the different level of coaching 
styles, the trial and error element, the questioning; what sort of questions you delve into, 
your stretch and challenge (Ben, L2 CE).   
 
Reflecting on his own learning, Ben explained: 
 
In terms of my learning, I like to have good heavy discussions about things, whether they’re 
constructive, half the time you could go off on a complete tangent, but – and as long as I’m 
learning from other people - whether that’s just sitting watching, reviewing,  having good 
conversations with people that have had a better experience than me and then I would go, 
“What would you do in this situation?” or, “How have you dealt with that?”  And I suppose, 
yeah, just more social, I suppose (Ben, L2 CE).  
 
Notwithstanding Ben’s contribution, it was felt that during the interviews questions around 
learning and pedagogy were rather ‘side-stepped’ by some participants, with fragmented views 
and perfunctory understandings offered. Likewise, Kris was also someone who engaged more 
substantively and even spoke with some authority on the subject. When reflecting on his journey 
and role, he was only one of four coach educators (along with Henry, Ben and Joan) who 
discussed ‘learning theories’ in relation to questions around learning. He explained: 
 
Learning to me is as much about learning in (sport) as it is through (sport). The (SGB), they 
would say, well everything we do (as coach educators) is constructivism, and it probably is, 
but to me it’s too simplistic to put out there a group of fifteen coaches and they can plan 
something together and review it together and that’s effective constructivism impacting on 
learning, I just think it needs refining and understanding (Kris, L2 CE). 
 
Interestingly however, Kris also questioned whether and when learners and inexperienced 
coaches should be educated about learning theories and how people learn and was of the view 
that this was not necessary for their early ‘learning to coach’ years. Kris surmised: 
 
I’m just thinking, at what level would a level one coach, so a parent of a child who’s taken 
over a team, who actually probably has some really good practice without understanding 
learning theories or pedagogy, but they’re probably doing the right thing, so I’m not sure at 
level one whether we need to be sharing that learning with the coaches (Kris, L2 CE). 
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This perspective reinforces some of the coach educators’ confusion on this topic. For example, in 
relation to level one coaches’ pedagogical knowledge and needs, Kris suggested they ‘were 
already doing the right thing’. This implied that pedagogical knowledge should not form a part of 
a coach’s early journey and coach education. Moreover, he struggled to articulate what he meant 
by the ‘right thing’. This resonated with his ‘understanding’ of learning as a coach in viewing 
learning as really being something only to be associated with practicing at high performance 
levels.  
Meanwhile, Fred questioned the age learner coaches could begin their coaching journey: 
 
I mean for me, you know, to be able to come on a level one when you’re sixteen, it’s too 
early.  You know, you’re struggling with your own learning and communication skills. A 
massive part of being a level one and level two is being able to communicate (Fred, L3 CE). 
 
Brian discussed learning as being a similar process to learning to drive and riding a bicycle and 
he commented on reacting to different situations and having a ‘sixth sense’: 
 
Because you learn to drive basically once you’ve passed your test and as you learn how to 
react to different situations, etc., and you draw from those resources.  Then I’ll say, ‘leave 
your hand up if you drive exactly the same way you did to pass your test.’ You almost start 
to get a sixth sense when you drive, when you think that car’s going to pull out.  And the 
same happens on a bike.  You know, I cycle, and when I first cycled I was pretty naïve as a 
cyclist, now I’m a lot more wary because, one, I can see the damage it does if you don’t, 
but also you start to get this sixth sense and you start to read different things around you 
because you’re out there more, experiencing it (Brian, L4 CE). 
 
To summarise, despite their backgrounds and journeys, the coach educators’ perceptions 
generally lacked a consistent, comprehensive, or theoretically informed understanding and 
knowledge of learning, and apart from Henry (as outlined in the next section), the participants 
generally had difficulty explaining learning (a point which is developed in chapter six). As coach 
learners, coach education experiences were perceived as being needed to coach, but not valued 
for developing and improving coaching practice. It was apparent that pedagogical knowledge had 
not been a key feature of coach education and CPD for the participants as either coach learners or 
coach educators. Rather, experiential learning in ‘real’ coaching contexts and from other coaches, 
away from formal settings (and coach educators), were valorised. This was seen in the data 
through the participants’ frequent references to their biographical experiences in athletic, 
coaching and PE contexts. The findings also indicated some graduates ‘appeared’ to be more 
‘knowledgeable’, confident and forthcoming when discussing learning than the coach educators 
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who had not entered higher education, However, Kris, Brian, Sam and Sarah’s interviews 
highlighted some conceptual confusion that may have been due to unawareness or bias caused by 
a taken-for-granted approach and the unquestioned acceptance of situated and experiential 
learning. In fact, this was something that appeared to be quite common among most of the 
participants and not solely attributed to the non-tertiary educated participants. A good example of 
this was the emphases on and the use of learning styles by some of the participants. 
Furthermore, there was some deliberation about when and if (as opposed to how) coach 
learners should be exposed to pedagogical content (e.g. Kris and Fred). Recent empirical research 
has recommended the inclusion of qualitative inquiry with coach educators and called for coach 
education (and teacher education) to work from a “secure evidence base” (Bailey et al., 2018, p. 
9). Essentially, apart from Henry, and Ben but to a lesser extent, the participants’ interview data 
indicated a somewhat limited and confused understanding of learning and conceptual awareness 
of pedagogy more broadly. Accordingly, the data offered further insight into why coach educators 
(and graduates) may struggle to develop coaches and learners and this could be an area that tertiary 
education needs to have a greater impact on (see Horgan & Daly, 2015). In turn, this may also 
explain why coach educators from the current sample were not very forthcoming on this topic. In 
essence, from the data it appears that tertiary education, coach education and personal sporting 
experiences, or ‘situatedeness’ (Lave & Wenger, 1991; see Griffiths et al., 2016), had contributed 
little to coach educators’ awareness, knowledge and understanding of pedagogy. Henry, however, 
provided an uncharacteristic contribution relative to that of the other participants, with a more 
informed perspective and in-depth thoughts on these topics. 
 
4.4 Henry 
Henry’s views differed and throughout he offered alternative content in almost every aspect. 
Whereas other coach educators were qualified to coach in either one (cf. Kirk, 2010) or two sports, 
Henry was qualified to coach multiple sports: 
 
I’ve got an awful lot of these (qualifications), just because school sent me on loads when I 
was at sixth form, so I think I’ve got level one UKCCs in about eight sports.  In terms of 
my first, that would’ve been netball and that was done when I was in year-11, so I’d be 
sixteen, I was just old enough to do the qualification. I’ve done level twos then in (sport), 
which is the other sport I’m actually a coach educator for, and in (sport) as well - which is 
my main sport. I’m working towards level two in (sport) as well, I do some coaching with 
(sport), so level two (sport) is currently underway. I started my level three in 2012, and I 
am still going with the portfolio, but yeah, I am on the level three, and not far off completing 
really, it’s just a matter of putting pen to paper for it… (Henry, L2 CE). 
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Although he was young and relatively inexperienced in coaching relative to other participants, he 
was ‘well-qualified’. Another distinguishing feature of Henry’s journey was that despite his 
relative lack of coaching and teaching experience, he was the only participant who was a coach 
educator in two different sports. As a member of a SGB’s national coaching advisory group, 
Henry was also the only coach educator to occupy a senior role within a SGB. His involvement 
in this research afforded a different viewpoint as Henry could consider the SGB’s perspective and 
position: 
 
There’s also an expert group, so we have the National Coaching Advisory Group in (sport) 
that also get to view the qualification and give feedback.  I sit on that now, so I have given 
feedback, but it’s not something that every coach educator would get a chance to do, it’s 
just because I sit on that panel (Henry, L2 CE). 
 
In contrast to other participants, Henry was the only coach educator to be critical of learning 
styles, referring to them as a ‘false concept’. Regardless, he still followed the prescribed coach 
education programmes and delivered them in his role as a coach educator. 
 
One thing that always sticks out for me is sort of, oh we cover sort of learning styles on a 
coaching course, it’s quite a false concept. Also, reflective practice is really important…it’s 
really superficially covered in our courses (Henry, L2 CE). 
 
Henry also offered a different perspective on the capabilities of the coach educator workforce, 
explaining that he doubted the abilities of coach educators (including his colleagues) to deliver 
research-informed practice and learning theories in their practice. Indeed, an increasing global 
evidence-base has claimed that teachers’ training in tertiary education (see Mordal-Moen & 
Green, 2014, inter alia), in addition to coach education (see Lyle & Cushion, 2017, inter alia), 
may fail to adequately educate prospective teachers and coaches about learning. Thus, some 
evidence has indicated that this can lead to a reliance on neuromyths and pseudoscientific ideas 
(see Bailey et al., 2018; Dekker, Lee, Howard-Jones, & Jolles, 2012; Howard-Jones, 2014; 
Pickering & Howard-Jones, 2007, inter alia). In relation to research-informed findings, Henry 
explained: 
 
I think if they (coach educators) did deliver it they’d probably, this sounds awful, but they 
probably dumb it down too much, because, you walk a fine line with behaviourism say of 
dumbing it down to Pavlov and his dogs in a conditioned response, and there’s a nuanced 
element, I think behaviourism is relevant in coaching and I as a coach draw on behaviourist 
principles when I’m delivering a coaching session, but I do it in a way that I think is 
pedagogically appropriate.  I think if we start to try and infiltrate that in some of the coach 
education courses, especially in level one, maybe even level two, I think those delivering it 
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would struggle and they’d dumb it down too much, that’d be my only concern (Henry, L2 
CE). 
 
Furthermore, Henry suggested that an understanding of learning in coach education and SGBs 
was limited (cf. Piggott, 2012) and questioned the capabilities of the coach educator workforce in 
understanding evidence-based concepts and pedagogical content. 
 
I think they’re (formal courses) a small part of a coach’s journey, and a small part of their 
development, but I think they’re an essential part; if only for that recognition of, oh I’ve 
attained this standard and that I’ve had this training that other coaches working at that level 
have had. I think pedagogical knowledge is important, so how to actually go about 
facilitating the learning of the coaches…but I think the understanding of it (pedagogy) 
within national governing bodies isn’t where it should be. I think our (coach) educators 
would struggle with conveying some of the more research-informed approaches (Henry, L2 
CE). 
 
Unlike other participants and resonating with Patton et al.’s (2012) research in PE, Henry saw the 
role of the coach educator as more of a ‘facilitator’, and when possible, he attempted to exercise 
this notion in certain areas of his practice: 
 
They (coach learners) should be doing more thinking than I am, so in the sense of that being 
supportive I think that peer to peer working is really important.  So, I really like that as a 
coach educator and I always try and facilitate a lot of, sort of peer to peer learning, even if 
it’s just say session planning. So yeah, an active and authentic environment would align 
with my views that learning is best when it’s informed by a constructivist approach, I guess 
(Henry, L2 CE). 
 
This was a noteworthy finding as Henry viewed coach education as being behaviourist in nature 
but attempted to implement some constructivist principles in his practice as a coach educator (a 
finding discussed further in chapter six). Henry’s self-proclaimed constructivist beliefs towards 
learning and the importance of problem solving, scaffolding and contextualising learning, 
suggested he believed that participation in social and contextual environments, as opposed to 
isolate and cognitive approaches, enhance learning (see Lave & Wenger, 1991). Through 
acknowledging the need for ‘constructivist’ informed methods, he, unlike some coach educators 
(either consciously or sub-consciously), did not believe ‘learning’ was solely a cognitive entity 
that can “promote a nonpersonal view of knowledge, skills, tasks, activities, and learning” (Lave 
& Wenger, 1991, p. 52). Whereas, some participants’ espoused beliefs and methods resembled 
signs of constructivism without an explicit understanding and awareness of learning and 
constructivism. 
124 
 
Henry also commented on the historical trends in coach education and how certain SGBs 
were adapting, progressing and attempting to make improvements to their provision (cf. Cope & 
Lowe, 2018; Horgan & Daly, 2015; McQuade & Nash, 2015). He compared the preparation time, 
educational process and practice for coaches and teachers, and drew on research findings from 
both disciplines, something that other tertiary educated coach educators did not do. 
 
It’s hard, I think in teacher training we place – I think it’s almost seen as being more 
important.  I don’t think being a coach and being a teacher will be viewed as having parity 
in terms of roles, in terms of professionalism, in terms of knowledge or capabilities, and 
I’m not saying that’s right, but I think that’s probably how the situation is right now.  And 
I think probably because we place more emphasis on the training in teacher education, it’s 
a longer process, it’s a more thorough process I think is fair to say, and I think with that 
comes an element of it being more respectable, or you’re seen as more professional (Henry, 
L2 CE). 
 
On a positive note, Henry expressed that progress was being made in utilising research-informed 
approaches in one of his sports through utilising research-informed approaches.  
 
There’s a couple of researchers down there (English University) doing teaching games for 
understanding work, and that has definitely been used to inform this programme, and there’s 
a research informed approach; that’s completely changed from what it was. I think 
pedagogical knowledge is important, so how to actually go about facilitating the learning 
of the coaches and doing that, and I think knowledge of the sport and the wider context is 
important (Henry, L2 CE). 
 
Henry was also the only coach educator who offered a detailed opinion of the UKCC framework 
that he was employed to deliver for his SGB: 
 
I think (the) UKCC was a step in the right direction, I’m not saying that I’m a fan of the 
UKCC framework, or that I think it’s spot on, but I think it’s giving the structure that we 
need. I don’t know whether you’d ever, whether a coach, a professional coach would ever 
be considered at the same sort of professional standing as a teacher.  I think, say you had a 
teacher here, I think a coach would always be considered below them, not that I agree with 
that, but I think that’s how it is currently, and right now I can’t see that changing in the near, 
or foreseeable future (Henry, L2 CE). 
 
Throughout, Henry explained the importance of learners’ biographies towards learning and 
practice and briefly commented on the influence of his own teacher training. He was one of three 
coach educators (along with James and Ben) to consider learners’ backgrounds and contexts and 
explained that he always sought to find out about the coach learners’ backgrounds on his courses 
as it helped to contextualise his practice. Moreover, he was the only coach educator to show an 
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awareness that coach learners and athletes may have difficulties and learning disabilities. He 
explained: 
 
They (the coach learners) have to do an application form for any of the courses, and on that 
they have to state sort of their current coaching role, so where they’re at, their context, the 
age range they’re working with, all those sort of things.  Any previous stuff, we ask for 
relevant things, like are you teachers? Have you got any qualifications on that? Just to get 
a flavour for their experience. But in all honesty, there’s probably sometimes forty pages of 
information on people, so I don’t read thoroughly, but I will skim through and see – and I 
can tell you, oh we’ve probably got about five teachers on this, we’ve got three county 
academy players, those sort of things and I’ll pull out sort of key biography elements I think 
from that (Henry, L2 CE). 
 
Conversely, in the other sport he delivered coach education in, this information was not available: 
 
We don’t have that in (another sport) and the most information we get is sort of, do they 
(the coach learners) have a learning disability I guess is as far as it goes, so we don’t know 
a lot, so I make a point of finding that out at the start of the course (Henry, L2 CE). 
 
Compared to the other participants, Henry offered much more insight and understanding of 
learning and coach education. Additionally, he placed less emphasis, importance and reliance on 
his previous athletic and coaching experiences to inform his practice. In showing contextual and 
self-awareness, his commentary raises balanced and pertinent questions about both the 
capabilities of the coach educator workforce and the position of SGBs as a SGB national coaching 
advisory group member. From the SGBs’ perspective we know little about their pressures and 
working practices (and these are considered in chapter five), and how these may impact coach 
educators’ roles, realities and practice. Nonetheless, the significance and ‘validity’ of pedagogical 
content within coaching curricula appears to be a minor, more recent and contentious part of coach 
education.  
 
4.5 Conclusion 
This chapter has presented some of the initial findings that begin to shed light on these coach 
educators, their backgrounds and journeys, as well as their understandings, perceptions and beliefs 
about coach learning and coach education. It was clear that the participants had not arrived to 
coaching without pre-existing knowledge. The participants’ early biographies had contributed to 
their socially constituted understandings and dispositions (cf. Bourdieu, 1988a; cf. Hassanin & 
Light, 2014, inter alia). This saw their journeys being primarily influenced by their families and 
their athletic and secondary PE experiences (cf. Armour, 1997; Callary et al., 2011; Haycock & 
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Smith, 2014; Pimlott-Wilson, 2011; Reay, 2004a, inter alia). The only exceptions were Ben and 
Henry who had supportive but not sporting parents and families and mixed secondary school PE 
experiences. Parental support, encouragement and reinforcement had aided and shaped the 
participants’ engagement and attitudes towards sport and school. From their childhood 
socialisation experiences the participants learned and valued that support, encouragement and 
positive relationships were helpful and instrumental. Additionally, enjoyment, positivity, fun, 
helping others, caring and being made to feel good (and making others feel good) were important. 
Each participant felt that their athletic background had been integral to their enjoyment of sport 
(cf. Brasil et al., 2017) and that this had contributed to their sporting interests in adulthood (cf. 
Birchwood et al., 2008) and decisions to become coaches and teachers, as applicable (cf. Armour, 
1997; Bourdieu, 1992, 1998; Callary et al., 2011; Hassanin & Light, 2014; Pimlott-Wilson, 2011; 
Stroot et al., 1994).  
The participants were critical of their personal experiences as coach learners in coach 
education and felt programmes were decontextualised and removed from the authentic situated 
experiences they valorised (cf. Lyle & Cushion, 2017, inter alia). This was also echoed in their 
perceptions of tutor training and coach education as coach educators. Notwithstanding this, the 
participants had rarely considered the pedagogies and practice they adopted in their roles and also 
struggled to articulate them. Indeed, this lack of awareness, prior reflection and consideration 
tended to be a strong and consistent feature of the coach educators’ interviews. That said, ‘being’ 
a coach educator did not appear to require the coach educators to think about the role and their 
practice (see chapters five and six for further discussion).  
The participants’ apparent limited understanding, confusion and discourse around learning 
was a noteworthy finding. Apart from Henry, there did not seem to be a distinction between 
tertiary educated and non-tertiary educated coach educators in this regard. However, the four 
participants who mentioned the notion of learning theories in relation to questions around learning 
were tertiary educated. Henry was the only coach educator to discuss the importance of ‘evidence-
based’ practice for coaches and coach education. This would seem to highlight the need to 
question organisations (e.g. SGBs) that may “implicitly endorse non-evidenced-based practices” 
(Bailey et al., 2018, p. 8, inter alia). The findings are topical and resonate with the suggestion that 
sport organisations (e.g. SGBs) are susceptible to “the illusion of scientific credibility and validity 
that provides a degree of authority to otherwise dubious ideas” (Collins & Bailey, 2013, p. 2). 
The present data provide contemporary evidence to suggest that questionable and ineffective 
methods are delivered by coach educators in coach education (cf. Bailey et al., 2018; Cushion et 
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al., 2010; Gilbert et al., 2009; Piggott, 2012, 2015; Stoszkowski & Collins, 2016). For example, 
the continued use of learning styles in coach education when supporting evidence for their validity 
is equivocal, as Henry alluded to earlier, supports his beliefs towards the need for more research 
and evidence-based pedagogies and practice. Thus, the insight Henry offered complements the 
somewhat limited discourse from the other participants and raises some challenging and pertinent 
questions regarding professional educators’ (and coaches’) knowledge base, training and their 
personal educational needs (cf. Armour, 2010, 2011; Armour et al., 2016; Cushion & Nelson, 
2013; Griffiths et al., 2016; Morgan et al., 2013, Nash et al., 2016, inter alia). Hence, the current 
findings go some way to addressing recent recommendations (see Bailey et al., 2018) for greater 
qualitative inquiry to be conducted with coach educators. 
Although the coach educators in this study had typically not been involved with 
programme development and design, they may have received criticism from scholars and coaches 
for their methods and practice (e.g. Jones et al., 2003, 2004; Nelson et al., 2013, inter alia). This 
resonates with one of the aims of this research concerning the need to better appreciate the 
specificity of different coach development roles. The coach educator role was described as very 
repetitive and to revolve around following prescribed content and reproducing practice from one 
group of coach learners to another. Hence, some of this criticism may be unwarranted as it fails 
to understand coach educators’ realities and the expectations of SGBs regarding their roles and 
practice. Perhaps coaching scholars and learner coaches have vented certain frustrations and 
levelled criticisms at coach educators without fully understanding the requirements of the role 
and the conditions in which they operate (this is discussed further in chapters five and six).  
The educational process for coach educators remains under-examined and under-
researched. The present chapter has highlighted a need to examine coach educator ‘training’ in its 
current form and suggests that a greater research-informed, critical and more reflexive approach 
towards the educational processes and practices of coach educators and coaches is needed. Indeed, 
despite the participants’ reported frustrations with their tutor training and coach education 
experiences as coach learners, they offered few details on what they perceived was needed in 
order to enhance tutor training and coach education in their sports. A re-examination of coach 
educator training may help to counter the alleged anti-intellectual understandings and appreciation 
of coaching and learning that appears to emanate (without being questioned) from the repetition 
and sedimentation (cf. Bourdieu, 1977, 1984) of situated and athletic and coaching experiences 
(cf. Cushion et al., 2017), and which has also been shown here. The focus now moves to consider 
the participants’ practice, roles and realities in chapter five. 
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5.1 Introduction 
Whereas chapter four concentrated on the coach educators’ backgrounds, journeys and 
understandings of coach learning and coach education, this chapter explores and begins to shed 
light on the participants’ practice, roles and realities. Hence, the chapter addresses the second 
research sub-question: With this sample, what are the coach educators’ perceptions of their own 
practice, roles and realities? Accordingly, there is a focus on the coach educators’ workplaces 
and the third theme: Life as a coach educator - their realities (including SGB differences). This 
includes the participants’ experiences in different sports and SGBs and their relationships with 
their peers, coach learners and senior staff within their SGBs. Furthermore, some attention is paid 
to the participants’ role in relation to the pedagogy and practice they adopt when delivering coach 
education and this is discussed in relation to how their SGBs’ expectations of the role shape this. 
In addition, Henry features in the chapter. 
 
5.2 Coach educators’ practice, roles and realities  
As reported in the previous chapter the participants’ coach educator roles were part-time and 
supplemented their coaching/teaching employment. In addition, preparation for the role in the 
form of ‘tutor training’ was limited and criticised by the participants and left them more strongly 
influenced by their past experiences. As this chapter will reveal, their practice, roles and realities 
were influenced by practical, structural, relational, logistical and personal challenges. Indeed, a 
significant part of the participants’ characterisation of their role was one of it being pressured and 
challenging. These challenges came in a number of forms, for example, ‘feeling under pressure 
to pass’ coach learners and inadequate tutor/learner ratios. The following extract illustrates the 
latter concern:  
 
I don’t have a problem with people passing, but it’s one person (coach educator) for four 
days coaching thirty-six people (coach learners).  That ratio doesn’t work really, does it? 
(Angus, L3 CE). 
 
The participants also explained that they felt under pressure from their SGBs to deliver the 
necessary content in the allocated time frame (cf. Taylor & Groom, 2016) and then pass 
candidates, even if they had reservations about the coach learners’ abilities:  
 
We’re under pressure to pass them – the message (from the SGB hierarchy) is ‘we need 
more English coaches’ (Ernie, L2 CE). 
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In addition, all participants highlighted the time pressures of delivering programme content. In 
this regard, Henry explained that one of the SGBs he worked for had reduced the length of courses 
to enable coach educators to assess and certify greater numbers of coach learners and to reduce 
facility costs; this was a contributing factor impacting the coach educators’ experiences: 
 
Yeah, I think level ones, we’ve had increasing pressure to condense the course, so (sport) 
used to be three days, so two days tutoring, one day assessment.  It’s now been condensed 
to two days, so a day and a half tutoring I guess and then a half day assessing.  So, three of 
us have to get through twenty assessments in a day. I guess we can get around it on (sport) 
a bit better because we have fewer numbers on the course, which is helpful.  Level one is 
two days now in both sports (that Henry practices as a coach educator in). I don’t think it’s 
long enough and I’d question whether some of them I pass will be good coaches, but they 
met the requirements (Henry, L2 CE). 
 
Similarly, Sarah highlighted the pressures and the unsocial and often voluntary nature of the role.  
 
I think (sport) is a fairly small workforce I would guess, compared to others (bigger SGBs).  
I think, well probably about a hundred, less than that, maybe about sixty on the workforce, 
in terms of active workforce you’re probably looking at about half of that, so they struggle 
for tutors, because people are on the list but, actually, they don’t have time or don’t want 
to. While I think most of us enjoy it, it is quite pressurised, and without payment sometimes. 
Not that I want to sound money-orientated but why should people give up their own time 
and weekends for free? We do it to raise the profile of the sport and get more coaches in, 
but we don’t really get incentives...it’s more about goodwill in our sport (Sarah, L2 CE). 
 
Colin also had reservations around the capabilities of level two coaches attending level three 
courses who, he believed, were ‘destined’ to become certified as level three coaches. He referred 
to the artificial nature of the programmes he delivered and felt the coaching pathway in his sport 
was no more than ‘a flight of stairs’ for everyone to climb: 
 
..all of a sudden you’ve passed this course but you’ve never been in the (real coaching 
context) before! They’re not coaches because they’re not being asked to ‘coach’. I think 
coach education in (sport) has lost its way big time.  There’s no real problem solving.  
There’s no real decision-making for coaches. Everybody’s going to pass. And they (level 
two coaches) may not – bless them, they may not be any good at all, and here you are talking 
about a level three. (Location) is virtually used to internationals (athletes).  They could take 
me in as a level three coach and they could say to me, “(work with Olympic champion),” 
do you know what I mean? We look too much at the qualification and what you get rather 
than actually what you do with it when you’ve got it...when I’m learning to drive, at least I 
drive on the road, you know (Colin, L4 CE). 
 
With respect to the repeated concerns around the short duration of courses and the perception they 
were too easy to pass, additional challenges and concerns were raised. For example, some coach 
educators expressed concerns towards the application and attitudes of ‘younger coaches’ and had 
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apprehensions about former elite athletes being ‘fast-tracked’; they felt ‘special treatment’ should 
not be given to talented athletes in coach education pathways (cf. Blackett et al., 2015; see Rynne, 
2014, inter alia). Interestingly, this was something reported by both inexperienced and 
experienced coach educators, suggesting it was not therefore a ‘generational’ difference or view. 
For example, Brian was critical of younger coaches who he felt only wanted to practice in 
performance environments. 
 
All the young ones go, “Ah, I want to work with performance players,” well, you know, it’s 
not as glamorous as you think.  And, actually, you know, my biggest pet hate is if you’re 
working with them (performance athletes) and you’re not always watching them compete, 
how do you help them, and you’re not watching them compete, how are you judging them?  
How are you judging them in a game situation if you’re not actually always getting the 
opportunity to actually see them play? And, are you actually good enough to be working 
with them so early in your career? I mean some performance players will know more about 
the sport and even coaching than the coaches. To be honest some people just aren’t ever 
going to be good enough to work at the highest level, and, to be fair that’s even after they’ve 
even been at it (coaching) for years (Brian, L4 CE). 
 
Sam expressed similar frustrations and questioned the work ethic and application of some of the 
younger learner coaches on his courses: 
 
I’m not sure if it’s a fault of the log-books they have to do to, or the attitudes of some of the 
younger guys, but there seems to be an increase in those going ‘do we have to compete this 
part to get the award?’ I can’t lie, so I say it’s not, but say to them it’s worth your while to 
complete it. I just think that’s poor – short-cuts shouldn’t be part of the process and I’m 
becoming increasingly used to them asking this question a lot (Sam, L2 CE).  
 
Sam went on to say: 
 
It’s really frustrating – I wouldn’t have dreamed of asking a tutor that. You know, some are 
really brazen and I think to myself what sort of coach are you going to be if you’re after 
short cuts already. In all honestly, I’d really like to fail them, but I can’t, but I would if I 
could (Sam, L2 CE). 
 
The coach educators were particularly vociferous and frustrated by the notion of ‘fast-tracking’ 
former high-performing athletes through coach education. Interestingly, this included those who 
had themselves experienced high-level performance environments as athletes and coaches. They 
felt high-level performers needed to ‘learn their trade’, ‘work hard’ and ‘do the dirty work’ when 
embarking on their coaching careers (and this resonates with the findings in chapter four). The 
following extracts summarise the coach educators’ views around fast-tracking: 
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I’m not trying to stop people who play (professional athletes), but, just because you play, 
should that mean you have a better route into coaching than someone that hasn’t? And then, 
if you haven’t got sometimes the playing experience, you won’t get on that higher level (of 
the coaching pathway). It sends out the message that if you’ve played to high-level, 
coaching will be suited to you more than someone who hasn’t, and, to be honest, we know 
that’s not the case (John, L2 CE). 
 
Fred, who enjoyed a long professional career as an athlete, reflected on his experiences that 
informed his thoughts on this topic. It was evident that Fred felt people with non-sporting 
backgrounds could offer useful and alternative viewpoints (cf. Griffiths & Armour, 2013). 
 
Just because you’re a good player doesn’t mean you’re a good coach, and just because 
you’re not a great player doesn’t mean you’re not a great coach.  And I think often these 
coaches, the (professional) players have often been cocooned in a bit of a false environment. 
Don’t get me wrong, I’m not criticising them – to be fair some of the guys (former athletes) 
have been great to have on the courses and have had great experiences that many people 
never experience. You know, and obviously, some have been a big let-down in terms of 
their attitudes, and, to be honest, this can affect the others, and actually can be a 
disappointment to them (other coach learners). It like’s when I played and became a 
professional, you need to do your apprenticeship and learn the area…it takes time. Having 
been in the (coaching) game for a while now what I do like is that different people have 
different ideas on things and sometimes you think, ‘yes, that’s different’ or ‘that’s a good 
point’. To be honest with you, that can often come from those with no real playing 
pedigree…so it depends on the person, but in my opinion, everyone should be on a level 
playing field in the qualifications and they (the qualifications) shouldn’t be beneath people 
who have played (professionally) (Fred, L3 CE). 
 
From his experiences as a tutor, Ben felt communication skills could be an issue with former 
professional athletes:  
 
I think the ‘pros’ have good information and they have a really good knowledge of the game 
itself because they have played it at a high level.  But communication is a different thing, 
and how to get that point across in a simplistic layman’s terms is a completely different 
skill, and I think that is difficult sometimes.  They’ve been there, but have they been through 
the right ways of learning before they get there? (Ben, L2 CE). 
 
He went on to say:  
 
Don’t get me wrong, most of the time, their knowledge and technical skills during demos 
are great – much better than mine. But, there’s more to it than that, and I’d like to think 
we’re moving away from placing so much value on this bit of coaching. There’s no doubt 
the influence of foreign coaches has helped this as a lot of them never played 
(professionally) (Ben, L2 CE). 
 
Angus went further and expressed his annoyance that the latter stages of some certification 
pathways can only be attended by invite, application and references. Typically, access to these 
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opportunities were reportedly reliant on prior athletic performance levels, ‘contacts’ and 
recommendations from the ‘big names’ in the sport – some of whom, were not even necessarily 
coaches.    
 
If you haven’t got the finance, you won’t get on.  If you haven’t got the references, you 
won’t get on (to the higher levels on the coach education pathway). It’s selective and invite 
only and really difficult, and I’m not sure that’s right. What message does that send out 
about coaching?  (Angus, L2 CE). 
 
Finance (as indicated by Angus) was a point of discussion for progression through coach 
education pathways and attending CPD provision as coach learners. Although three coach 
educators in smaller SGBs had worked on a voluntary basis as both coaches and coach educators, 
further commentary considered the financial implications of being a part-time (or unpaid) coach 
and a coach educator. Financial struggles were a reality and heightened by the paucity of secure 
and full-time coaching and coach educator roles. John explained: 
 
I think if we’re going to talk about what are one of the biggest drawbacks in this country is 
the fact that there aren’t any full-time tutor roles out there.  Pretty much you’re self-
employed and you’re almost at the – yeah, if someone rings you and says, “Can you do it?” 
it’s great.  But then if you’ve got that in your diary and then they say, “Actually, that course 
isn’t going to take place anymore because we haven’t got enough candidates on it,” you’ve 
lost thirteen days’ work, which is a considerable amount of money.  So, I don’t – I just – I 
mean it would be very difficult to just make money from being a coach educator within 
(sport) (John, L2 CE). 
 
On this issue and perhaps as a result of it, Brian explained that coaches and coach educators can 
quickly move on to seek more attractive and secure roles in larger SGBs: 
 
I think the (SGB), one of their biggest problems is we’ve got some really good coaches out 
there but they end up getting taken off (the coaching site) and they end up taking roles which 
are important, but it’s not necessarily where their skill-set is best, but you can’t blame them 
for taking those roles because there’s a guaranteed income, you know, there’s pensions, 
there’s all those add-ons, whereas being in a coach in this country you’re pretty much self-
employed.  You know, I’ve got a friend who, if it rains for a week, he’s not earning anything.  
Now that’s tough when you’ve got a family to support, etc., and yet then he’s working sixty 
hours a week in the summer (Brian, L4 CE). 
 
Henry’s dual position in coach education enabled him to comment on the financial challenges and 
realities encountered by SGBs. He acknowledged that from the SGBs’ perspective there was a 
need to make the courses ‘attractive’. The assumption was that the ‘quicker’ the route to receiving 
certification resulted in more candidates on the programmes and greater the income for the SGBs. 
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Essentially, this was connected to the earlier noted concerns and pressures regarding excessive 
tutor to learner ratios. Interestingly, Henry also highlighted that he felt some coach learners 
strategically selected shorter courses to gain easier and faster certification. He explained: 
 
So, I think to an extent there’s a commercial element that some people (coach learners) are 
picking it because it’s short and cheap. I can also see why they (SGBs) do it, it’s from a 
commercial viewpoint, they want to save money in terms of costs of tutoring and venue 
hire. I think there’s also an element of being attractive, I think people are now looking at 
different sports to do, so on a level one course now I think you often find people are doing 
it as, ‘oh it’s a bit of CPD’, or, ‘I’m a multisport coach’, or, ‘I coach in primaries and I’ve 
got funding to do a course.’  And I’ve had people tell me they’ve picked (his sport) because 
it’s just two days, compared to say football (Henry, L2 CE). 
 
As opposed to ‘improving’ pedagogy and practice, the data highlighted that the coach educators’ 
roles were pressurised, repetitive, part-time (mostly conducted in unsocial working hours) and 
that they had rarely thought about it. Moreover, it was a role that they did not have to think about 
or needed to in order to fulfil their SGBs’ expectations. Some of participants were quite emotional 
about the working conditions and pressures associated with delivering courses and covering the 
prescribed content with excessive numbers of coach learners. Concerns were also raised around 
the ‘abilities’ and the application of some coach learners who they felt compelled to certify due 
to their SGBs’ directives (and this is explored further in chapter six). Henry, from his SGB panel 
position, conceded that there was a commercial drive to make courses ‘attractive’ and therefore 
‘shorter’ to enhance candidate numbers and certify more (as opposed to ‘better’) coaches for the 
sport. A further finding and related area of interest were the differences associated with being 
coach educators in smaller, less traditional SGBs, compared to those operating in well-established 
sports and SGBs (cf. Piggott, 2012). The following section presents findings from the coach 
educators on this under-researched area and further considers the participants’ practice, roles and 
realities. 
 
5.3 Coach educators’ workplaces and practice 
The participants’ interview data revealed some notable differences concerning the realities and 
cultures of the different SGBs they worked for. While there is a lack of empirical research in this 
area, it was highlighted in the previous chapter that Piggott (2012) considered ‘the size’ of SGBs 
in relation to the public funding they received. The author defined ‘larger SGBs’ in this way and 
‘larger’ SGBs were seemingly more established sports that attracted greater government funding, 
numbers of participants, sponsorship and media coverage (e.g. football, rugby union, cricket, 
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swimming, netball and athletics). Conversely, ‘smaller SGBs’ received less funding and were 
arguably ‘less popular’ and ‘less represented’ sports (e.g. orienteering and volleyball) (differences 
between SGBs are also explored further in chapter six). 
As reported earlier, through his national coaching advisory role, Henry was able to offer 
a balanced and constructive stance on the difficulties faced by SGBs. He highlighted that certain 
challenges (e.g. funding, popularity of the sport, the lack of qualified coaches, a lack of adequately 
skilled coach educators and assessment concerns) were exacerbated for smaller SGBs. 
Nevertheless, broadly speaking, the findings revealed that coach educators in smaller, less popular 
and less-established sports were extremely proud and passionate about their sports (cf. Brasil et 
al., 2017) and tried to incorporate and encourage ‘fun’ and ‘enjoyment’ in their workplace and 
practice. These were areas identified in chapter four as being important and James explained: 
 
The courses that I deliver, I want to make them as fun and engaging as possible because if 
you influence them (coach learners) positively, you’re maybe influencing around two-
hundred people because they are coaching others on the base that you’ve giving them 
(James, L2 CE). 
 
In fact, throughout their interviews and despite the challenges and struggles, the coach educators 
displayed a greater sense of pride and contentment and spoke more positively about their roles 
than those operating in larger sports and SGBs. Joan explained: 
 
Your passion and your love for the sport drives you forward, but obviously the financial 
implications of that can be quite daunting for some coaches, especially when you’re getting, 
what, £20 a session.  So, trying to pay your way through life as well as improving your 
coach education can be quite difficult and quite – it’s quite a thankless job sometimes.  So, 
a lot of people will get to a certain stage within their coaching and go, ‘I might not do that 
anymore.  I might go with something else’. So, the intrinsic rewards are important (for 
coaches), and we try to get this across when we deliver (coach education) (Joan, L2 CE). 
 
As indicated in chapter four, creating positive environments and relationships with coach learners 
were important for coach educators practicing in smaller SGBs. This, however, was less apparent 
for coach educators practicing in larger, more traditional and highly structured SGBs; in fact, 
positivity, relationships, fun and enjoyment were not mentioned (this finding is explored further 
in chapter six). Peter’s feelings appeared to be representative of coach educators in smaller SGBs:  
 
So, if you are a good coach and you want those humanistic values and positive relationships, 
or you want the best out of those individuals - as you would within a coaching sense - I 
think they are very effective.  And if they’re not (being considered) then I probably question 
why (not)? To be honest, we are role models for coaches – if we cannot communicate and 
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‘sell’ coaching (sport) in a positive light, and make it enjoyable, then we shouldn’t be here 
really, should we (Peter, L2 CE). 
 
Similarly, Sarah commented: 
 
I’ve always liked the idea of the tutoring side, and for me it’s probably the most rewarding 
part of what I do (Sarah, L2 CE). 
 
Coach educators in sports with smaller SGBs also reported that their managers would ‘sometimes’ 
ask for their feedback on courses. The participants felt, at least to some degree, that they were 
listened to. Essentially, there appeared to be greater communication and better relations between 
coach educators and their senior colleagues in smaller SGBs. Peter explained: 
 
(Interviewer) Do senior staff ask you what do you think of the programmes?  Do you get a 
chance to feed into them? 
 
I’m more than happy to give my opinion on how it is, because if I think there’s a bit of a 
sinking ship in some senses, then I will definitely say it, because it’s probably not just me 
that may have that issue - it may be other people.  So, I’m more than happy to highlight it.  
And the hierarchical people above me are good listeners in terms of that (Peter, L2 CE). 
 
Additionally, almost all of the participants in smaller SGBs explained that despite the prescribed 
content all coach educators delivered, there was ‘some’ freedom and flexibility when delivering 
courses (cf. Piggott, 2012). The data below illustrate this: 
 
(Interviewer): Do you feel you’ve got some flexibility in how you do things? 
 
Yeah, but there is a certain structure that you have to work towards.  So, each day you need 
to do this and this, which is perfect, but how that information is going across doesn’t have 
to be in a uniform way.  There is obviously a structure to it, but if you’ve got a way of 
conveying information in a different way, then perfect. Yes, there’s enough freedom in the 
coach education delivery to be able to move things in a way that I think they should be 
moved (Mick, L1 CE). 
 
Yes and no, I suppose in our sport we have to deliver the programme and assess certain 
things, but we are not told to do it exactly by the book. I do know that some educators in 
certain sports have to be very rigid, and I’m not sure I would fancy doing it like that. Yeah, 
it’s (coach education) going through an ever-changing process, because we want people to 
buy into the courses, we want people to buy into the sport, it needs to be fun and engaging 
(Sarah, L2 CE). 
 
(Interviewer): So, do you tweak the content? 
 
Yes, but I stuck with it for probably my first couple of level one courses, after I’d been 
‘signed off’ (authorised to practice independently as a tutor) as it were (Ruth, L2 CE). 
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In contrast, apart from Kris, participants in larger and more traditional SGBs had either not 
considered changing anything or did not have the time even if they wanted to. Ernie explained: 
 
To be honest you don’t really have time to tweak much as there is so much you need to 
cover and sign off (for each coach learner). It’s really rushed and to be honest I tend to think 
about covering the handbooks and clock-watching most of the time (Ernie, L2 CE). 
 
Similarly, Fred commented: 
 
It can be pretty intense, you’re thinking about oh have I signed that off, did I do that bit, 
have we got enough time for the next bit, you know…and, well, now we have less time to 
do it in, or big numbers (of coach learners) (Fred L3, CE). 
 
Related to this, the following extracts offer more insight into the workplace relationships the 
coach educators felt they had with senior SGB employees. Their opinions highlighted an 
interesting pattern with the participants in smaller SGBs reflecting more positively on their 
relationships and experiences of working with senior colleagues. Conversely, the coach educators 
operating in more established and traditional sporting SGBs expressed concerns regarding power-
relations and authority, but they did not wish to air any concerns in their workplaces. Sam 
explained:     
 
To be fair, sometimes we have concerns, but we don’t feel that our opinions would be 
wanted. It’s like anything else, you know, if you start raising concerns, you’re the ‘trouble-
maker’ or a ‘problem’. Who’s going to be the one that steps forward from the group. You 
know, it sounds bad really, but it’s the way it is. We’re just ‘a number’ and easily replaced 
(Sam, L2 CE). 
 
(Interviewer) Have you fed your thoughts back and tried to change this? 
 
To be honest with you, no, I haven’t, but I am pretty certain it would be a waste of time and 
not welcome. ‘We need more coaches’ would be the response (Sam, L2 CE). 
 
Similarly, Angus offered further insight into the realities coach educators can encounter and their 
perceptions of the environments they work in: 
 
In the past I saw a colleague do this (question a senior colleague) and it wasn’t welcome. 
Fair play to him for saying stuff, but it didn’t do him any favours that’s for sure. And, you 
know, he wasn’t saying anything outrageous or going about it the wrong way either in my 
opinion. Really it was to do with ratios, you know, the numbers he had to deliver to and 
assess (Angus, L2 CE). 
(Interviewer) What happened? 
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Well, he was isolated really, and, to be honest, when it had got around that he challenged 
(name), a lot of us kept our distance a bit (from the coach educator). If it was seen that we 
were close, or mates, we would’ve probably ended up kind of being seen as ‘bad apples’ 
too. And we also knew he’d be at the back of queue when new courses needed tutoring and 
extra work was available. It’s pretty bad really and he ended up leaving in the end (Angus, 
L2 CE).    
 
Similarly, Fred offered a historical account of his experiences in this regard and explained how 
he had adapted his actions and behaviours over the years: 
 
It seems to be more important than ever these days. As I’ve got older I say less and challenge 
less. When I was younger I did (challenge) more, but, you know, it doesn’t seem to be what 
those upstairs want to hear. It will rub some of them up the wrong way, and, as I’ve got 
older, I also see a lot of snobbery towards us from those in the big jobs (in the SGBs). It’s 
probably best now to keep things under your own hat, you know, that’s just how it is. There 
are a lot of egos and arrogance (Fred, L3 CE).  
 
The findings show a distinct difference between coach educators operating in larger and smaller 
SGBs (which is explored further in chapter six). The data revealed some of the social and 
workplace complexities, politics, relational challenges, struggles, pressures and realities coach 
educators can face, which have likewise been reported in recent years (e.g. Allanson, 2014, 
Allanson et al., 2019; Nelson et al., 2016a; Rowley & Lester, 2016; Taylor & Collins, 2016). 
Furthermore, from the participants’ experiences and voices, the findings begin to shed light on 
the different realities, experiences and perceptions of the coach educator role in contrasting sports 
and SGBs. Though, as previously mentioned, it became clear that the participants in smaller SGBs 
were afforded some freedom in their delivery in comparison to those operating in larger SGBs 
who were expected to adopt (and adopted) more prescriptive and rigid practices (cf. Piggott, 2012, 
inter alia). These expectations and conditions had implications for the participants’ pedagogy and 
practice.  
 
5.4 Coach educators’ pedagogy and practice  
Despite there being slightly less structured and prescriptive expectations for coach educators in 
smaller SGBs, notions of pedagogy and practice received little coverage within their interviews. 
This may have been linked to the participants’ limited understandings and consideration of 
learning as outlined in chapter four. Ultimately, they had not really given much thought to their 
pedagogy and practice as either coaches or coach educators. With regards to the ‘coach educator’, 
this represented a new insight. Additionally, the findings indicated that the coach educators’ 
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delivery was highly structured by the course handbook, tutor training and the SGBs’ expectations. 
It seemed that their valued situated experiences in the field may have also led, albeit in a different 
way, to a repetitive and arbitrary approach that was also accompanied by a lack of pedagogical 
awareness. As coach educators their concern centred on what they had to ‘cover’ and ‘deliver’ in 
the allocated time, as opposed to how or why. In this sense, and despite their roles as educators, 
the expectations and orthodoxy remained unquestioned, was accepted, and therefore appeared to 
be taken-for-granted and reproduced. 
Kris described that he felt there was an absence of a principle learning focus in the coach 
education content he delivered as a coach educator and noted he deviated away from the syllabus 
(the only participant in a larger SGB to do this) to help candidates understand learning on his 
courses. However, he struggled to clearly articulate how he did this in his practice.  
 
(Interviewer) Is there anything within the syllabus and the content you deliver around learning 
theories or how people learn?  Is there much emphasis on that? 
 
Well, no, not specifically so…well there will be on the courses that I tutor, whether people 
pick that up and run with that, I don’t know, but that’s important to me. Personally, I think 
you need to know about learning, you need to understand how people learn, you need to 
understand how you use a syllabus or criteria to help people learn. I think having theories 
and ideas, particularly in teaching and coaching, spoken to you is not pointless but it seems 
so obvious and so simple (Kris, L2 CE). 
 
Broader financial implications were noted earlier for coach educators (and coach learners) and 
impacted their practice. For example, the coach educators in smaller SGBs highlighted how such 
constraints affected their delivery; Ben explained:   
 
There are facility limitations sometimes, in terms of we only have sports halls for ‘x’ 
number of hours to make a booking cheaper sometimes.  So, we have the classroom for this, 
so I end up doing some work that I would do practically theoretically, and we’ll end up 
doing demonstrations in a classroom because we haven’t got the practical space to do it.  
Not ideal, but you work with what you’ve got don’t you (Ben, L2 CE).  
 
Henry also raised concerns around pedagogy and the implications arising from inadequate 
facilities and assessment content, proposing these areas as being in need of future development 
and improvement. Henry was the only coach educator to report that he informed his coach learners 
that certain elements of the coach education process were ‘artificial’. In addition, although he 
believed coach learners needed to be problem-solvers (cf. Douglas et al., 2016; Jones & Turner, 
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2006), he expressed that the curricula and coach educator workforce may not assist in facilitating 
this. 
 
I think in terms of what I think would be invaluable for practice, I think it needs to be 
authentic and I think that’s probably where we fall short.  If you’re teaching your peers on 
a coaching course and you’re used to teaching children, I question the extent to which your 
learning can be considered authentic, and I think that’s a really important element for me. 
It’s all done on course and I think that’s a shortfall in terms of authenticity.  I think the 
feedback on the day from candidates is that it’s somewhat artificial and it is, and I 
acknowledge that, and at the start of the course I acknowledge that some of your experiences 
will be artificial, but we work with what we’ve got (Henry, L2 CE). 
 
Henry commented further: 
 
Yeah, pedagogically I don’t think that they’re long enough and I think sort of the time points 
of them are difficult.  I think you could have longer programmes that span a greater period 
of time, so especially for level two if you’re going to be an independent coach, you could 
do it and get through it in two, maybe three months.  So you could be a level two coach 
after three months’ duration and two weekends within that.  For me I think you probably 
need longer, you could almost integrate more of the reflective element that’s probably 
missing from coach education if a course was over a longer period of time (Henry, L2 CE). 
 
As alluded to by Henry in chapter four, he was concerned about the lack of reflective practice in 
coach education. Indeed, it was something that he valued throughout his own learning journey 
(and continues to value), and when describing his own reflective practice, he added: 
 
It depends how you approach it (reflection) really. I think about what I am doing and why. 
Is this the best way and so on, seek feedback, those sort of things. I think coaching 
experiences have definitely shaped it, and then probably my experience of sort of teacher 
training that I’ve done.  Constantly reflecting on it and trying to get better. I think reflective 
practice is really important and I think it’s really superficially covered in coach education 
courses (Henry, L2 CE). 
 
Henry felt that the basic ‘plan, do, review’ ‘log-book’ approach to reflection ‘following action’ 
in coach education was limited. He expressed that it did not reinforce the importance of reflection 
and encourage the depth of reflective practice that was desirable. For example, it did not consider 
reflection ‘in action’ or reflexivity (see Cushion, 2016; Schön, 1987). Thus, his concerns around 
reflection in coach education were centred on how it was ‘covered’ and implemented: 
 
There’s a lot more to it than ‘plan, do, review’. Okay, yes, it’s a start and useful for level 
ones, but they need to be reflecting during their sessions not just after. And, again, it 
shouldn’t just be an independent process. In the level one portfolios they have a reflection 
block, where they have a little box that they can write reflection on each module we cover, 
and it’s the end of the portfolio.  It’s not embedded in the portfolio, it’s at the end, you have 
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to go all the way to find it, so it’s hard to find, and to be honest, you get so caught up in it 
sometimes that even I forget to say, oh complete your reflections, or they’ll be like, oh is it 
mandatory, do we have to do it.  It’s not assessed, so they don’t do it (Henry, L2 CE). 
 
Henry explained that his understandings and practice were informed by both his coaching 
experiences and teacher training, but that he compromised his own pedagogical beliefs when 
performing the coach educator role. However, this realisation and admission only arose as a result 
of his participation in this research and being invited to consider and describe his role and practice 
as a coach educator. Interestingly, this was not something any of the other coach educators had 
previously done and may explain the lack of data and discussion in certain parts of their 
interviews. Therefore, the associated reflective process facilitated through their participation in 
this research was quite novel and highlights the potential of providing opportunities for coach 
educators to engage in reflection to aid their understanding and development. During the 
interview, Henry offered some interesting thoughts and insights: 
 
I’m not someone who’s come through as an experienced coach and become an educator 
(coach educator), I’m probably more of an educator that does coaching, that’s got into coach 
education. We have a specification we have to deliver and some of it goes against sort of 
what I believe, and I think I probably sacrifice my own beliefs to ensure that I align to the 
specification. I’m employed to deliver that specification and qualification.  So yeah, I guess 
I compromise my pedagogical beliefs to do what’s asked of me.  Yeah, so there’s room for 
a little bit of agency, but you’re pretty constrained by the structure.  So, I think probably a 
criticism for me is that, where I have those pedagogical skills, I’m somewhat limited by a 
prescriptive delivery model (Henry, L2 CE). 
 
Henry referred to his biographical influences including his coaching experiences, teacher 
training and interest in research when explaining why this occurred (see chapter six for further 
discussion): 
 
I think there is almost an element of conflict, especially with the programme because they 
perhaps don’t allow me to use my pedagogical skills as much as I think I could, and I get 
why that is, because not everyone has my background (Henry, L2 CE). 
 
In addition to Henry’s thoughts, James, Ruth and Joan were keen to express that ‘fun’ and 
‘positive relationships’ were important towards their practice and learning environments. These 
elements were alluded to earlier and in the previous chapter when the participants discussed their 
early socialisation and journeys and how they valued and learned from their past athletic sporting 
experiences. Thus, their beliefs were formed through the influences of their former coaches’ and 
PE teachers’ practice and help to explain their origins and how they had become embodied over 
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time. In James’ sport, coaching roles were mainly voluntary and enjoyment was deemed to be a 
particularly important feature of his practice:  
 
You have to find the balance of it being light-hearted, because at the end of the day the vast 
majority of these people who are coming on these coaching courses are volunteers, I like to 
make it informal, light-hearted, lots of discussion, try and do my best to facilitate that and 
make sure that, you know, you don’t go on too long, but at the same time you give people 
opportunity to have a conversation. Sometimes you end up going off on one and you’re 
doing a subject, you know, the classroom bit is supposed to be about one thing and it ends 
up being about something completely different because that’s the way the discussion has 
gone, so it’s finding the balance and letting that flow a little bit, but not, you know, stifling 
it.  So yeah, trying to make it fun and light-hearted, but also you’ve got to sort of have an 
element of making sure that they remember the important bits, especially things like the 
health and safety stuff and making sure that you’re minimising risks and all that sort of 
stuff, as group management bits and bobs, so there’s, you’re just finding that balance 
(James, L2 CE). 
 
As seen here and throughout chapter four, Henry appeared to be the most confident and 
knowledgeable participant with respect to discussing pedagogy and research. It was unsurprising 
then that he came across as a self-aware, creative and a critical thinker. Although Kris, Ben and 
Joan engaged with the area, the data suggested that their conceptual understanding of pedagogy, 
and how this looked in their practice, was limited. Again, perhaps this was a result of their past 
experiences that reflected cultural norms and accepted ways of doing thing and is further analysed 
in chapter six. The following section considers the participants’ journeys and relationships in 
coach education.   
 
5.5 Relationships with coach educators  
The participants’ past and ongoing experiences as coach learners meant they had a variety of 
historical and contemporary interactions with coach educators from different levels and multiple 
sports to reflect upon. Furthermore, their relationships with coach educators as colleagues 
afforded the participants a rare opportunity to discuss their experiences with them from a peer 
perspective. Coach educators discussing coach educators is something that remains relatively 
unreported in the coaching literature. The participants shared many varied opinions in this respect, 
and even though as coach learners they perceived ‘coach education’ as having little impact, their 
interactions and relationships with coach educators were still deemed to be important. Essentially, 
the reasons for this were based on the participants’ perceptions of the coach educators’ 
personalities, behaviours and feeling comfortable with them, and echoed the findings in the 
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previous chapter regarding the influence of their former coaches and PE teachers. Colin 
explained: 
 
You want to be able to almost have a humanistic side of things, so get to know them as 
people, understand them as (coach) educators, understand them as coaches and then sort of 
go from there, because everyone is different (Colin, L4 CE). 
 
Further findings suggested that coach educators create and set the tone of coach education 
environments. As we have seen previously (e.g. Jones et al., 2003; Lewis et al., 2015; Nash & 
Sproule, 2012, inter alia), coach educators have been perceived to be hostile, bias and arrogant. 
The examples below illustrate this and are discussed further in chapter six: 
 
I think some (coach educators) can be quite arrogant. So, when I had my level three, it was 
a level four tutor. Authoritative, dictatorial, sort of, ‘This is what you have to do,’ and quite 
brutal - feeling like they’re there to fail you. To be honest, they can make or break the 
course, and it is down to their manner a lot of the times (Ben L2, CE). 
     
I know I am one now (coach educator), but I have to say there is a power thing going on 
with many of them (coach educators). Some are very standoffish too. It’s ridiculous really, 
so when I deliver I try to be the opposite. I suppose I’ve learned from their approaches and 
sometimes they’ve been pretty bad – but it’s actually no different to coaching looking back 
at my old coaches really (John, L3 CE). 
 
Yes, I don’t like when you’ve got these educators who are making it an ordeal. I get that 
there are certain ways and things you need to show to pass, but I think some could be a bit 
more human - after all that’s coaching isn’t it? It’s people, relationships, getting the best out 
of everyone (Peter, L2 CE). 
 
Additional commentary demonstrated that as coach learners some of the participants would like 
to have more time to develop relationships with their coach educators. Once again, this aligned 
with their beliefs towards relationships in coaching and coach education presented in chapter four. 
For example:  
 
There’s nothing better sometimes (as a coach learner) than just being able to sit down with 
your tutor, have an informal conversation and a cup of coffee and just have a chat. I think 
that’s not available at times, and it really should be (Joan, L2 CE). 
 
It’s all a bit rushed really, you don’t really get much of a chance to chat with tutors and one-
on-one time is really limited. You don’t get a chance to build much of a rapport really (Mick, 
L1 CE).  
 
Kris’ viewpoint meanwhile was different in that he saw ‘better’ tutors as those having advanced 
technical and tactical knowledge:  
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I suppose there’s a difference between what I think they (the learners) need and what you 
need to tutor on the course that I’m tutoring, so there’s a difference there.  I personally think 
the better tutors will have a better knowledge and understanding of (the sport) in terms of 
technical, tactical (Kris, L2 CE). 
 
Despite being critical of formal coach education, James, who operated in what he described as a 
‘less popular’ sport with a small SGB workforce, commented that when he was a coach learner 
his coach educator had been influential and even an inspiration. Once more, this corresponds with 
the findings in the previous chapter concerning the participants’ positive relationships with their 
former coaches and PE teachers, leading to many of the participants wanting to become coaches 
in the future. Although he was also quite critical of the course content, James was a rare example 
of the participants to use the words ‘enjoyable’ and ‘fun’ when discussing interactions with coach 
educators as a coach learner. James went on to explain why he felt this way: 
 
A really good bloke (the coach educator), he made it really good fun and I really enjoyed 
it, and I thought, oh I could maybe do what he does, you know, he was a really good bloke 
and set a really good example for sort of what I would then try and do when I was delivering 
on the coaching awards (James, L2 CE). 
 
With regards to their current relationships, roles and realities in SGBs as coach educators, it was 
evident that each coach educator felt working with and interacting with co-tutors and colleagues 
could be a challenging and frustrating part of the role. Despite being employed in the same role, 
and irrespective of the size of the SGB, there appeared to be friction between some members of 
the coach educator workforce when delivering courses together. However, in contrast to some of 
the concerning findings in coach education contexts highlighted in chapter two (e.g. Lewis et al., 
2015), this tension did not stem from inappropriate behaviour, misconduct and/or gender. The 
following extracts highlight some of the challenges and frustrations the participants typically 
faced:  
 
I’m more than happy to take my instructions and do the job and deliver the stuff – that’s 
what I’m paid for; but at some of those coach educator CPD events we’ve sat down, we’ve 
watched videos, and we’ve sort of assessed it and some of the people (coach educators) are 
just rude.  They’ve (coach learners) coached ‘to pieces’ on this video and said, ‘oh he didn’t 
do that’, ‘he didn’t do that’, and some of us are thinking, ‘blooming heck, so what, you 
know, it’s not rocket science’, was it a fun session, yeah; could he have done more demos 
from different angles, yes he could, but did it look like it was all right, yeah it did; so is he 
going to be all right in front of a group of kids, yes he is, so that’s my philosophy to be 
honest (James, L2 CE). 
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The biggest drawback with it all is whatever (training or CPD) course you go on, you then 
have to go and deliver practically with someone. It can create tension, and we can end up 
contradicting each other, and, obviously this doesn’t look good. It’s a bit of a weird dynamic 
and sometimes it can be hard to connect with them and I think this can come across to the 
guys we’re delivering to (Sam, L2 CE).  
 
If you’re tutoring with someone it can be a bit awkward. You know, they may want to take 
the lead and can want to get across that they are the main tutor. It’s a bit weird really, some 
can be competitive like that and a bit precious. Sometimes you know (the co-tutor) in 
advance and think ‘bloody hell’ and then sometimes you meet for the first time on the 
morning (of the course) and it is a little strange. To be honest I prefer it when I am doing it 
on my own (Ernie, L2 CE). 
 
Henry similarly felt relationships and interactions with colleagues were often challenging and an 
unenjoyable part of being a coach educator. He explained: 
 
Co-tutoring can be difficult.  It’s not ideal. So I could be working with someone that I’ve 
never worked with before and it adds an odd dimension to it, because you sometimes don’t 
know who they are until you meet them on the day, you don’t know what their approach or 
viewpoint is; or sometimes you’ve worked with them before and you have that sense of 
horror when you get their name next to yours, and you think, oh I’ve got to work with this 
person for another couple of days now on a level one course. Some people (coach educators) 
are very rigid (in their delivery) and I don’t necessarily think that it’s the best way to go 
about it (Henry, L2 CE). 
 
As coaching is a complex, social, relational and political endeavour (Cooper & Allen, 2018, inter 
alia), and in light of the participants’ recollections of their former coaches and PE teachers, it is 
understandable that some of the participants expressed concerns about the alleged unfriendly and 
hostile learning environments they had experienced as coach learners. In addition, and not 
surprisingly, the importance of positive relationships and effective communication were evident 
(particularly by coach educators in smaller SGBs). Essentially, being made to feel comfortable 
by friendly, positive and approachable coach educators aligned with their valued experiences as 
former athletes and coach learners. What was interesting, however, was that many of the 
participants, and notably those in larger SGBs, did not highlight these aspects as being important 
in relation to their current practice as coach educators or tutor training. Further, there were no 
other specific areas or distinctive reasons to support these ‘good’ experiences; they just seemed 
to revolve around the learner and educator relationship. Previous findings have also alluded to the 
importance of positive learning environments and relationships in coach education (McCullick et 
al., 2005; Nelson et al., 2013, inter alia). The lack of detail evident in the data could provide 
further confirmation of the reported lack of focus and deeper consideration towards coach learning 
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reported elsewhere (e.g. Armour, 2010; Stodter & Cushion, 2014, 2017, inter alia) and may 
further portray a taken-for-granted and anti-intellectual approach (e.g. Cushion et al., 2017; Lyle, 
2018). This was an important finding that warrants further attention and is revisited in chapter six.  
   
5.6 Conclusion 
The participants’ practice, roles and realities were heavily influenced and structured by the course 
content they were given to deliver under constraints. There was consensus that the coach educator 
role was a challenging, repetitive and pressurised part-time endeavour. The data builds on 
previous findings (e.g. Allanson et al., 2019; Nelson et al., 2016a) and shows that the participants 
felt obliged to pass coach learners, and concerns over tutor to learner ratios and job security were 
highlighted. In addition, the participants felt courses were too short and became too expensive for 
those wishing to progress through coach education pathways. Further concerns surrounding the 
authenticity of formal provision and the reported preferential treatment afforded to former 
professional and elite athletes in coach education were also raised. Another frustration for the 
participants included the perceived ‘abilities’ and ‘attitudes’ of some of the contemporary coach 
learners they felt compelled to pass. The above may have been formed as a consequence of the 
conflict and contradiction with the participants’ personal beliefs of the need to ‘work hard’ (as 
seen in chapter four) that they had developed through sport (cf. Jones et al., 2004; Watts & 
Cushion, 2016, inter alia) and that their parents shared and reinforced (cf. Bourdieu, 1977, 1984; 
Pimlott-Wilson, 2011, inter alia). The participants’ view was that coach education was more of a 
‘means to an end’ for coach learners and thus something ‘that was needed’ rather than a useful 
learning process (see Sawiuk et al., 2016). 
Typically, although the participants in smaller SGBs reported they had some freedom 
when they delivered coach education, they lacked input into the curricula design and their 
associated pedagogies. In fact, the participants seemed relatively unaware of the latter, and despite 
prompting, it was difficult to ascertain much information from them regarding this. Essentially, it 
appeared as though the participants had not (or rarely) been invited (or needed) to examine their 
roles and practice as coaches or coach educators. It is possible that this may well have contributed 
to the lack of coverage, self-awareness and critical consideration of pedagogy and their practice. 
Henry, however, was a strong advocate of reflective practice, but conceded that it was only 
through his participation in this research that he realised he was compromising his beliefs about 
coaching and learning when performing the coach educator role. Thus, this was something that 
would otherwise not have been discovered and is discussed in chapter six. Indeed, Henry 
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commented how this ‘intervention’ could have positive benefits for his future practice and the 
SGB colleagues and coach learners he worked with. The current findings add to earlier research 
findings (e.g. Bailey et al., 2018; Sawiuk et al., 2016) in recommending the need for greater 
engagement with SGBs, their agendas, political influences and stakeholders in order to shed light 
on highly structured, regulated and generic approaches to coach education. This area is also 
discussed further in chapter six. 
This chapter has also offered insight into the participants’ roles, perceptions and relations 
between fellow coach educators, SGB staff and coach learners. The reality of being a coach 
educator in contrasting SGBs revealed some differences for participants operating in smaller 
SGBs to those operating in larger and more established, traditional SGBs and builds on previous 
findings (e.g. Piggott, 2012). The reality of being employed and operating in smaller SGBs as a 
coach educator appeared to be slightly less restrictive and more enjoyable. This led to these 
environments and the relationships within them tending to be discussed with greater positivity. In 
summary, however, it seemed that life as a coach educator for the participants was highly 
structured, constraining, challenging, uncertain and repetitive. Having presented the findings and 
analysis in chapters four and five, these are now explored theoretically in the next chapter through 
the lens of Pierre Bourdieu to bring the “undiscussed into discussion” (Bourdieu, 1977, p. 168). 
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6.1 Introduction 
The previous findings and analysis chapters have considered the coach educators’ backgrounds, 
journeys, practice, roles, realities and understanding of coach education and coach learning. To 
further address the research question and sub-questions, this chapter focuses on all four themes: 
1) Coach educators’ backgrounds and journeys; 2) Coach educators’ understanding of coach 
learning and coach education; 3) Life as a coach educator - their realities (including SGB 
differences); and 4) Unawareness and lack of consideration, knowledge or understanding. Once 
again, Henry’s thoughts are featured, as they differ from those of the other participants. The 
analysis presented in this chapter does not aspire, or claim, however, to find the ‘truth’ and align 
with a realist approach. Rather, the purpose is to add an additional layer of analysis and facilitate 
a critical sociological consideration of coach educators to afford a greater appreciation and 
understanding. Essentially, consideration of coach educators’ roles, practice and learning, should 
include culture, power, politics and complexity to avoid neglecting key social formations 
(Bourdieu, 1986; cf. Cushion, 2011a, 2011b; Jones, 2011; cf. Potrac, 2016). In this regard, the 
chapter adds to and develops the findings in chapters four and five and offers further insights as 
“theory without research is empty…research without theory is blind” (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 
1992, p. 160). 
Importantly, this chapter explores and analyses the findings using Pierre Bourdieu’s 
critical sociology as a theoretical lens. Indeed, “the task of sociology…is to uncover the most 
profoundly buried structures of the various social worlds [and the] relations of power and the 
relations of meanings between groups” (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 7). As the data showed, 
being a coach educator is a social activity and therefore social practice (cf. Cushion et al., 2017) 
and matters of structure and agency are inescapable (Jones, 2011; Jones et al., 2011) in furthering 
our understanding of coach educators. Accordingly, objective structures and individual 
dispositions are deliberated in the attempt to facilitate clearer understanding of coach educators 
and their ‘unknown worlds’ (cf. Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992).  
It was suggested in chapter two and indicated in chapters four and five that coach 
educators need to be investigated through consideration of practise, structure and agency. 
Bourdieu’s concepts are useful tools to understand learning, educational, workplace (e.g.  Colley, 
2012; Hodkinson et al., 2008; Reay, 2004a, 2004b, inter alia) and coaching contexts (e.g. Sawiuk 
et al., 2016, inter alia). Even critical accounts of Bourdieu’s work (e.g. Jenkins, 1992; Sayer, 
2010) emphasise the importance of his research-based engagement with social complexities and 
his attempts to construct a theoretical model of social practice, rather than overlook or take what 
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people do for granted. In relation to educational institutions and organisations (e.g. SGBs and 
coach education), Bourdieu (1998) argued that “familiarity prevents us from seeing everything 
that is concealed…” (Bourdieu, 1998, p. 21). Importantly, this highlights the limitations with 
empirical research that is descriptive and lacks theoretical appreciation (e.g. Vella et al., 2013, 
inter alia) when attempting to understand coach educators and social and human complexities.  
 
6.2 Coach educators and habitus  
Research has highlighted the importance of formative experiences in influencing journeys, 
practice, learning and career choices (e.g. Callary et al., 2011; Douglas et al., 2016; Gearity et al., 
2013; Pimlott-Wilson, 2011; Stroot et al., 1994, inter alia). For the participants in the present 
research, the findings showed that these socialisation processes involved engagement in 
structured and structuring sociocultural experiences from childhood, including supportive parents 
and families who encouraged and showed interest in their activities. These areas were typically 
complemented by positive athletic, sporting and PE experiences that led to fun and enjoyment. 
The participants’ valued sporting and situated coaching experiences shaped their knowledge, 
understandings and practice. These experiences helped to ignite their sporting interests and led to 
them choosing careers in coaching, sport or PE. Therefore, their biographies were instrumental 
towards the development of particular sporting and coaching dispositions, or habitus. At a 
descriptive and semantic level, the coach educators appeared to display beliefs and understandings 
about coaching, coach education and learning that were limited and at times contradictory, unclear 
and/or often under-developed. Certain coach educators (e.g. Angus, Peter and Mick) even 
struggled to articulate what their beliefs and thoughts about coaching and learning were. However, 
what was clear was the unquestioned primacy afforded to their athletic experiences and coaching 
practice, alongside a criticism of formal coach education. Indeed, it was evident throughout 
chapter four that the participants’ dispositions towards coaching and coach learning tended to be 
constituted of antecedent experiences involving contextual hands-on practice and intuitive ‘know 
how’ in the field (Christensen, 2009; cf. Cushion et al., 2017, inter alia). 
Bourdieu (1962), through habitus, invites researchers to consider how “the social is 
inscribed in the body” (Bourdieu, 1962, p. 111) and is formed through the dispositions acquired 
through interaction with the social (i.e. participation in sport and coaching), and exists within the 
social agent (Bourdieu, 1977). Thus, “habitus can also be seen as social structures operating 
within and through individuals, rather than something outside of us” (Hodkinson et al., 2008, p. 
38). Indeed, valued athletic and coaching situated experiences (as seen in chapter four) and coach 
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educator experiences (as seen in chapter five) influenced and shaped the participants’ habitus by 
particular social conditions and conditionings (cf. Bourdieu, 1974, 1984, 1989; Wacquant, 1995) 
and had become embodied through repeated exposure to dominant practices (cf. Brown, 2005; 
Cushion & Jones, 2006, 2014; Reay, 1998). For example, Angus emphasised the importance of 
‘playing the sport’ to ‘learn about it’ and that he would not be comfortable coaching a sport he 
had not played. In fact, playing the sport was referred to as being essential in order to be a coach 
and understand learning. This clearly developed dispositions that positioned learning as being 
something associated with ‘doing sport’ practically (cf. Bourdieu, 1988a), that was sport-specific 
and a technical or tactical endeavour. This was evident through Kris’ belief that “I personally 
think the better tutors will have a better knowledge and understanding of (the sport) in terms of 
technical, tactical”. Whilst having an understanding and knowledge of techniques and tactics are 
important to sport and coaching, so is an understanding of learning and how people learn. As such, 
the ‘learning’ question proved to be difficult for coach educators to answer (as seen in sections 
4.3 and 4.5).  
The value the coach educators placed on their situated athletic and coaching experiences 
in the field led to them developing a similar coaching habitus (Light & Evans, 2013) producing 
an “outcome of collective history” (Jenkins, 1992, p. 80) that repeated itself and perpetuated the 
status quo. Indeed, the influence and formation of habitus can originate from “the thoughtlessness 
of habit and habituation” (Jenkins, 1992, p. 76). Thoughtlessness was seemingly a recurrent 
feature of each of the participants’ data and typified through common responses such as “It’s not 
something I’ve really had to think about” (Peter) and “I’m not sure really” (Angus) to interview 
questions concerning their practice, learning, knowledge and understandings. The sporting and 
educational environments through which the coach educators had ‘learned’ and been socialised 
shaped these thoughts and contributed to durable dispositions reflective of early learning 
foundations, habit and a lack of awareness and reflexivity. Thus, the coach educators’ formation 
of habitus and dispositions could be viewed as something Bourdieu recognised as a “present past 
that tends to perpetuate itself into the future by reactivation in similarly structured practices” 
(Bourdieu, 1990a, p. 54).  
Essentially, “practice shapes habitus, while habitus, in turn, unifies and generates practice” 
(Cushion & Jones, 2014, p. 278-9) and can generate “meaning-giving perceptions” (Bourdieu 
1984, p. 170). Consequently, habitually acquired ways of thinking (Coakley, 1994; Hodkinson et 
al., 2008) and the unconscious nature of habitus legitimated the coach educators’ ways of thinking 
(or not thinking) about coaching, learning and practice (cf. Bourdieu, 1962, 1977, 1988a). This 
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resulted in the coach educators struggling to describe their beliefs and knowledge around learning 
and their practice. In general, they displayed fragmented and/or limited understandings and 
knowledge. In turn, this influenced their practice and relates to other research that has highlighted 
the uncritical reproduction of coaching practice and coach education’s outdated methods (e.g. 
Cushion et al., 2017; Cushion & Jones, 2014; Piggott, 2012, 2015, inter alia). A clear example of 
confusion and contradiction could be seen through Kris’ perception that understanding learning 
was associated with coaching at a high level and that beginner and inexperienced coaches were 
“already probably doing the right thing” and therefore did not need an understanding of learning. 
In relation to this, Kris added “maybe I’ve not worked with athletes of a high enough level to get 
to the ‘nitty-gritty’ of coaching and learning” and, despite being critical towards coach education, 
he went on to explain his coach education experiences ‘reinforced’ what he was doing in his day-
to-day coaching practice. Additionally, and as mentioned earlier, Angus, Peter and Mick, in 
particular, struggled to articulate their pedagogical beliefs, but reverted to previous athletic 
experiences when attempting to do so.  
The participants’ accounts of the SGB education they received to become certified 
coaches and coach educators (and their commentary throughout their interviews) suggested their 
experiences did not challenge them to think critically. Essentially, as seen in chapter five, the 
participants viewed tutor training as to mimic their SGBs’ course curricula and delivery methods. 
James perhaps best illustrated this finding with his perspective that tutor “training is more to do 
with what you need to cover in the book (course handbook).” Consequently, it is suggested that 
‘policy models of learning’ based on the assumption that “learning consists of acquiring 
knowledge and skills as if they were products” (Colley, 2012, p. 320; see also Armour, 2011) 
were characteristic of the participants’ formal education experiences as coaches and coach 
educators. The current findings align with a policy model and a one-size-fits-all approach to 
coaching and learning (e.g. Abraham & Collins, 1998; Chesterfield et al., 2010, inter alia) that 
contributed to reproduction and occurred as a consequence of the participants’ lack of conceptual 
awareness, consideration and self-awareness with respect to learning and coach education. Thus, 
it is “practice that mediates between habitus and the social world: on the one hand it is through 
practice that the habitus is created; on the other, it is as a result of practice that the social world is 
created” (Bourdieu, cited in Wacquant, 1989, p. 42). Typically, the lack of awareness, self-
awareness and criticality shown by the participants in the previous chapters saw them accept or 
misrecognise their institutions’ conditions and ruling principles. This compliance contributed to 
an orthodoxy and logic and included following, without questioning those possessing greater 
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institutional and symbolic capital, the prescribed format, content and methods of delivering coach 
education (i.e. here is the syllabus, always deliver this content this way). In short, these areas had 
been learned and reinforced through their tutor training and experiences in coach education as 
coach learners and remained taken-for-granted and reproduced (cf. Grenfell, 2007, 2010a).  
As reported in chapter five, following their SGBs’ expectations and methods was accepted 
and deemed to be ‘what’s needed’ for the coach educator role, resulting in a ‘practical sense’ and 
‘logic of practice’ (cf. Bourdieu, 1984, 1990a). For example, James commented “I’m more than 
happy to take my instructions and do the job and deliver the stuff – that’s what I’m paid for.” 
Following these highly structured methods and conditions arguably “reproduce and legitimise 
certain orientations of one that gradually stabilise into schemes of disposition or habitus” 
(Cushion & Jones, 2014, p. 279). This led to sedimentation with the participants becoming 
embedded and “conditioned by the pre-given – what has been experienced before” (Grenfell, 
2010b, p. 19) in coaching, coach education and tutor training. Henry’s disposition was not 
immune to this orthodoxy and logic when delivering coach education; however, as noted 
previously, and unlike the other participants, his involvement in the research led to him realising 
that the way he delivered coach education was in fact in conflict with his pedagogical beliefs. 
Henry’s background included less inculcation of prior athletic, coaching and teaching 
experience and this resulted in him developing different understandings, perceptions and 
knowledge. Furthermore, he had not been primarily socialised into sport through a sporting family 
and although he was a qualified teacher, his training had not been through a conventional teacher 
training programme. This, in addition to other biographical differences (i.e. less coaching 
experience and his interest in research and evidence) contributed to his alternative views and 
beliefs around coaching, learning and coach education. As seen previously, research (e.g. Griffiths 
& Armour, 2013, inter alia) has highlighted how unconventional and alternative journeys, 
different occupations and socialisation away from coaching, can impact coach educators’ beliefs 
and practice and help to cultivate different ideas and approaches to the role. Henry, therefore, as 
the data showed, had developed a similar, but at the same time, contrasting habitus. This could be 
seen through Henry’s interview as he was inquisitive and considered and questioned things. 
Indeed, “when habitus encounters a social world of which it is the product, it is like a ‘fish in 
water’ that does not feel the weight of the water and takes the world around itself for granted” 
(Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 127). Henry was not a typical ‘product’ of the coaching world 
and this explained why ‘he felt the weight of the water’ and did not take the world for granted. 
Alternative experiences can produce different viewpoints and may ‘soften’ the effects of repeated 
154 
 
episodes of athletic, coaching and coach educator experiences from inculcating the habitus. This 
can reduce the influence of the dominant, unquestioned, traditional and accepted ways of doing 
things that and have concerned a range of scholars for a long time (e.g. Bruner, 1999; Cushion et 
al., 2017; Cushion & Jones, 2014; Sage, 1989; Piggott, 2012, 2015, inter alia). Equally, this helps 
to understand why the other coach educators did take things for granted (i.e. they were products 
of the coaching world). Henry, though, to a certain extent, was endowed with a habitus that 
enabled him to perceive, judge and act differently (cf. Ritzer, 1996; Wacquant, 1998). Perhaps 
the strongest examples of this were seen through his criticisms of learning styles as “a false 
concept”, his reference to the ‘superficial approach to reflective practice in coach education’ and 
coach education pathways’ excessive focus on developing performance coaches. Moreover, not 
only did he articulate his pedagogical beliefs, he also came to the realisation that he was indeed 
‘sacrificing’ and ‘compromising’ them when practising as a coach educator. Of course, it is fair 
to assume that tertiary education played a part in this; however, there were other participants with 
greater educational backgrounds than Henry who did not offer similar views. 
Habitus, therefore, is a mediating construct and the dialectic between the social and 
cognitive are both structuring and structured and can impact coach educators’ perceptions and 
behaviours. In this regard, Colley and Guéry (2015) comment: 
 
One of the central advantages of his (Bourdieu’s) theory-as-method is his ontological 
refusal of a binary dichotomy between structure and agency, and his insistence that both 
entail ‘bundles of relations’ (Wacquant, 1992, p. 16). His primary notion of ‘field’, 
designating any specific social space and its practices, reflects both structure (being 
positioned) and agency (self-positioning). Its corollary, habitus, offers a similar integration, 
expressing a combination of socially structuring dispositions and socially structured 
predispositions (Colley & Guéry, 2015, p. 117). 
 
We can see that “habitus and field are therefore inseparable concepts” (Colley & Guéry, 2015, p. 
117), and that field is a dynamic, active and competitive site where habitus and capital are inter-
related and interact and impact agents’ abilities to manoeuvre and progress (Burke et al., 2018). 
Thus, further consideration of the coach education sub-field where the participants were located 
helps to understand the findings. The following section considers the coach education sub-field. 
 
6.3 Sub-field and capital 
Bourdieu proposed that society was a ‘structured space’ that was multi-dimensional and that 
conceptualised bounded sites of social activity, called fields (Grenfell, 2010b). Therefore, the 
concept of field is crucial to facilitate a greater understanding of culture, relations and practices 
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(see Swartz, 1997) in the coach education context. It has been asserted that “social space is too 
multidimensional and too complex to be captured in its totality” but “the organisation of that space 
and symbolic positions within it can be mapped” (Grenfell, 2010b, p. 22). Interestingly, however, 
although crucial when using a Bourdieusian lens and in helping to understand coach education, 
some researchers overlook the concept of field (cf. Grenfell, 2010b; Swartz, 1997, inter alia). It 
was previously highlighted (see p. 39) that field is a “powerful heuristic” for considering social 
spaces within society (Smith, 2012, p. 254), and that fields are made up of interconnecting 
relations with other fields and sub-fields, each with their own orthodoxy and legitimacies (see 
Grenfell & James, 1998).  
 As fields are categorised by structured systems of social relations at micro and macro 
levels, these relations can determine and reproduce social activity (see Grenfell & James, 1998). 
Coach education is related and connected to the field of coaching and is a sub-field of coaching. 
Essentially, the coach education sub-field would not exist, would serve no purpose, and have no 
connecting relations, without the coaching field. The coach education sub-field consisted of 
various interconnected social agents within a hierarchical structure and included: senior SGB 
employees, coach developers, coach educators and coach learners. The coach education sub-field 
was “a structured system of social positions that define the situation for its occupants” with its 
“own logic and taken-for-granted structure of necessity and relevance” (Cushion & Jones, 2014, 
p. 278). As the data showed earlier, the coach education sub-field can shape and even control 
coach educators’ understandings and practice through its own discourses and arbitrary dominant 
values. Importantly, an appreciation of the sub-field enabled the study to consider and understand 
power relations, internal and external influences, and the struggles that can exist (e.g. Grenfell, 
2007, inter alia). 
In this study, the SGBs appeared to be semi-autonomous organisations and the coach 
education sub-field saw the participants positioned in authoritative roles over coach learners, but 
typically in subservient roles to senior SGB staff. The sub-field was a highly-structured arena (in 
all SGBs, but particularly in larger SGBs) consisting of internal power relations and forces “whose 
necessity is imposed on agents [e.g. coach educators and coach learners] who are engaged in it, 
and a field of struggles within which agents confront each other, with differentiated means and 
ends according to their position in the structure of the field of forces” (Reed-Danahay, 2004, p. 
32). In order to practise as a coach educator, the participants needed to obtain tutor certification 
prior to entering the sub-field (as a tutor) and adhere to the expected ways of doing things. Power 
relations between the coach educators and senior SGB staff, and the sub-field’s cultural and 
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structured expectations, were seen within the data (chapter five) and in their positions as coach 
learners and coach educators. Culture can be viewed as political expression and conceptualised 
as “a form of capital with specific laws of accumulation, exchange, and exercise” (Swartz, 1997, 
p. 8; Bourdieu, 1987). Indeed, culture and the sub-field encompasses and shapes “beliefs, 
traditions, values, and language; it also mediates practices by connecting individuals and groups 
to institutionalized hierarchies” (Swartz, 1997, p. 1). Sub-field positions and struggles were 
defined by capital (i.e. what is symbolically valued), with the ‘currency’ of the sub-field being 
indicative of the positions occupied and thus contributing to the logic of practice (Grenfell, 
2010b). Therefore, “individuals and groups define themselves by how much capital they hold and 
by the balance of certain capital types within that holding” (Grenfell, 2010b, p. 21). Individuals 
possessing comparable capital to others will be positioned similarly, and share comparable habitus 
and dispositions (Grenfell, 2010b; Hodkinson et al., 2008). The coach educators shared the 
disposition of compliance towards the expectations of the SGB hierarchies and this contributed 
to the logic of the field which meant carrying out and not questioning senior colleagues’ and the 
institutions’ agendas, instructions and working conditions (see sections 6.4, 6.5 and 6.6 for further 
discussion). 
The concepts of sub-field and capital enhance an appreciation of the social spaces that 
constitutes coach educators’ positions, history, power and relations (cf. Postone et al., 1993). 
Practices and conditions within these structured arenas can remain unrealised and unseen 
(Bourdieu, 1998), but often involve conflict and struggles for access to and the control of valued 
resources (Swartz, 2012, inter alia). The configuration of educational fields reflects the structure 
of their power; access and entry, selection, field positions, cultures and ideologies all contribute 
to reproduction of the structure (Bourdieu, 1988b). The participants in the current study did not 
enter the coach education sub-field possessing equal quantities of capital. Hence, capital in the 
sub-field was unevenly distributed with the senior SGB staff and more senior coach educators 
(i.e. that was those who had been performing the role longer and/or those who delivered higher 
levels of certification) having greater authority and legitimacy.  
Bourdieu’s concept of capital (see chapter two) and the current research context suggested 
that social capital (i.e. position held in the sub-field and contacts) and cultural capital (i.e. 
institutionalised, connected and aligned to the sub-field, experience and qualifications) helped to 
form and accelerate the accumulation of symbolic capital (i.e. prestige or positive recognition) 
(cf. Cushion, 2011a). Greater symbolic capital was associated with institutional capital and being 
an experienced, ‘well-known’, or a full-time coach educator (a rare, but desirable position), and 
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being ‘qualified’ to deliver coach education at the highest level of certification. Prestige and 
positive recognition are said to “operate as symbolic capital because they mean nothing in 
themselves but depend upon people believing that someone possesses these qualities and values 
them” (McKenzie, 2018, p. 31). Indeed, Bourdieu (1990a) suggested that symbolic power is 
attained by “making people believe or accept its legitimacy” (Bowers-Brown, 2018, p. 57). Thus, 
those in senior SGB positions (and those aspiring to them) would “reinforce the power relations 
which constitute the structure of the social space” (Bourdieu, 1990a, p. 135). As Cushion et al. 
(2017) argued, possession of symbolic capital and control over its legitimation in the coach 
education space enables the setting of the parameters for knowledge production. Hence, symbolic 
capital gives the “power to consecrate” (Bourdieu, 1989, p. 23) and impose the legitimate vision 
of the world (cf. Cushion et al., 2017), and the participants essentially did this through their 
practice with coach learners.  
From a coaching perspective, symbolic capital accrued from experiences as high-
performing athletes may have aided certain participants in gaining performance-level coaching 
positions (e.g. Colin, Fred and Henry) and their entry into coach educator roles (e.g. Colin, Fred, 
Ernie and Henry). Symbolic capital associated with high-level athletic experiences can accelerate 
coach learners’ progression through coaching pathways; this concerned the participants and was 
illustrated by John’s comments from the previous chapter: 
 
I’m not trying to stop people who play (professional players), but, just because you play, 
should that mean you have a better route into coaching than someone that hasn’t? And then, 
if you haven’t got sometimes the playing experience, you won’t get on that higher level (of 
the coaching pathway). It sends out the message that if you’ve played to high-level, 
coaching will be suited to you more than someone who hasn’t, and, to be honest, we know 
that’s not the case (John, L2 CE). 
 
Arguably, however, given the value that the participants’ afforded to their practical experiences, 
John’s view was quite ironic. Meanwhile, possessing a lesser amount of symbolic capital as a 
non-elite athlete can determine the path not taken and therefore the availability of and access to 
certain paths (cf. Bourdieu, 2004a; see Blackett et al., 2015). Therefore, “capital can be generative 
and needs to be fully considered when examining trajectories and not seen as something that 
merely adds to the influence of habitus...”, and so “...an understanding of their [coach educators’] 
life histories requires an examination of both concepts” (Burke, 2018, p. 22, emphases added).  
In the coach education sub-field, coach educators who aligned with those possessing 
greater capital and the structure and workings of the field, were perceived as being of more value 
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(through their own eyes and those in seniority), ‘good’, desirable and thus they did not challenge 
the status quo and hierarchy. Some coach educators engaged in conservation strategies by 
‘keeping their heads down’ to safeguard their position, or to even enhance it, and felt this was 
desired and would be rewarded. A notable example of this was Sam when he explained it was 
best not to complain or challenge those positioned in the SGB hierarchy or deviate from the rest 
of the (coach educator) group as he felt “it would be a waste of time and not welcome.” Similarly, 
Fred explained “it doesn’t seem to be what those upstairs want to hear” and suggested “it’s 
probably best to keep things under your own hat.”. Through this approach, coach educators’ 
existence and longevity in the coach education sub-field can become part of a game, be relational, 
and linked to capital: 
 
..the locus of a struggle to determine the conditions and the criteria of legitimate 
membership and legitimate hierarchy, that is, to determine which properties are pertinent, 
effective and liable to function as capital so as to generate the specific profits guaranteed by 
the field. The different sets of individuals (more or less constituted into groups) who are 
defined by these criteria have a vested interest in them (Bourdieu, 1988b, p. 11).       
 
The sub-field’s structure “undergirds and guides individuals’ strategies whereby they seek, 
individually and collectively, to safeguard or improve their position” (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 
1992, p. 97). The findings indicated that SGBs and their senior staff (and coach educators and 
coaches) occupy a temporal and dominant position in the field where cultural reproduction exists 
(cf. Bourdieu, 1988b; cf. Cushion & Jones, 2014). The coach education sub-field is not a 
stationary space, but rather a dynamic social space constituted by struggles, strategy, changing 
positions (mobility) and fuzzy boundaries (cf. Shusterman, 1999). Many coach educators 
perceived that strategically aligning themselves with the structure and workings of the sub-field, 
and reproducing these, were desirable in order to be accepted and successful. Compliance to the 
status quo in both the short term and over time further enabled them to increase their actual or 
perceived symbolic capital through the belief that this was desired by senior staff.  
Indeed, the practices in the coach education sub-field were so ‘accepted’ by the 
participants that they were unquestioned and recognised as orthodox, legitimate, ‘self-evident’, 
and natural ways of understanding and being. The findings suggested that generally the coach 
educators’ lacked awareness, thought and prior consideration of their practice, roles and realities. 
This resulted in their unquestioning acceptance of coach education as being how it was (e.g. ‘I 
haven’t really thought about that’) and hence doxa (Bourdieu, 1990). Ultimately, in order to be 
valued and feel secure, it made ‘practical sense’ for the coach educators (either consciously or 
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sub-consciously) to ‘fit in’ and embody the structural constraints, traditions, expectations, 
methods and logic in the sub-field (cf. Bourdieu, 1998). Norms in this case included following 
the guidelines and the hierarchy in the prescribed manner. Consequently, the role and sub-field 
did not promote or warrant coach educators having a voice, independence, or being curious and 
innovative; hence, social transformation or emancipation were not seen to be part of the coach 
educators’ realities, nor was this a part of the coach education they delivered to learner coaches. 
Bourdieu’s (1989) notion of consecration is again relevant here and we can see that the SGBs 
were endowed with the symbolic power in the sub-field to consecrate their coach educators 
through tutor training. In turn, this led to symbolic violence as practice and methods became 
imposed. This was evident at times in the way in which the participants spoke about coach 
education, the coach educator role, tutor training and learning. The following section develops 
this further and considers Bourdieu’s constructs of doxa and symbolic violence. 
 
6.4 Doxa and symbolic violence  
The participants’ perceptions aligned with the notion that “most people, most of the time, take 
themselves and their social world somewhat for granted: they do not think about it because they 
do not have to” (Jenkins, 1992, p. 70). Indeed, this contributed to the theme ‘unawareness and 
lack of consideration, knowledge or understanding’, and the participants being “largely incapable 
of perceiving their social reality in all of its arbitrariness, as anything other than ‘the way things 
are’, necessary to their own existence as who they are” (Jenkins, 1992, p. 70). Bourdieu (1990) 
explains this through his concept of doxa: 
 
The coincidence of the objective structures and the internalized structures which provides 
the illusion of immediate understanding, characteristic of practical experience of the 
familiar universe, and which at the same time excludes from that experience any inquiry as 
to its own conditions of possibility” (Bourdieu, 1990, p. 70).    
 
It has been asserted that socialisation in coaching “relates to the imparting of enduring values and 
an ideology that guides behaviour in accordance with given (hierarchical) expectations” (Cushion 
& Jones, 2014, p. 277). As seen in chapters four and five, and further developed in this chapter, 
this process occurred for the participants as athletes and coaches and in coach education, tutor 
training, possibly tertiary education and when delivering coach education. Typically, this 
consisted of a taken-for-granted acceptance of hierarchical instructions and an unawareness and 
lack of reflection regarding different ways of doing and seeing things. Accordingly, this helps, in 
part, to understand how and why social and cultural reproduction can become uncritically 
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accepted, legitimated and produces and reproduces certain ideologies and practices (Jenkins, 
1992). For the coach educators in this study, Bourdieu (1977) would describe this occurrence and 
the way things were as seeming normal to agents who experience socially and culturally 
constituted ways of perceiving, evaluating and behaving. This then became accepted, 
unquestioned, self-evident and ‘natural’. The data clearly shows that coach educators tended not 
to consider or confront their social circumstances. Indeed, having grown up, learned and acquired 
cultural and practical competencies, they themselves were an essential part of their social 
circumstances that were both structured and structuring (Bourdieu, 1977). This was a reason why 
many of the coach educators were unaware during the interview process, struggled to answer 
certain questions, and did not question things. In essence, they had not been socialised to do this. 
Misrecognition is an integral feature of doxa in educational fields which is played out in 
practice as “the point of view of those who dominate by dominating the state and who have 
constituted their point of view as universal by constituting the state” (Bourdieu, 1999, p. 57). 
Doxa is closely related to symbolic violence and Grenfell and James (1998) suggested that when 
one way of doing things is imposed, deemed legitimate, and leads to one group dominating others 
within fields, a ‘violence’ has occurred and can continue to occur. Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic 
violence has been referred to as “the imposition of systems of symbolism and meaning (i.e. 
culture) upon groups or classes in such a way that they are experienced as legitimate” (Jenkins, 
1992, p. 104). Indeed, it was noted earlier that previous research has positioned coach education 
as being a ‘doxic structure’ (e.g. Townsend & Cushion, 2015) and a site where symbolic violence 
can occur for coaches, and now the current findings with coach educators add to this. Through 
their acquiescence, the coach educators accepted and played a part in their own domination; this 
process is a core element of symbolic violence (see Cushion & Jones, 2006, 2014) and was 
symbolic in a covert way (see Connolly & Healy, 2004). 
Chapters four and five highlighted that the coach educators were typically subordinate to 
the SGB hierarchies’ imposition of culture in the coach education sub-field. The coach educators 
therefore engaged in social practices that contributed to the maintenance of coach education’s 
methods and discourse and reproduced them when they delivered coach education. Interestingly, 
even Henry was not immune to this and maintained the status quo when delivering coach 
education, with those in power (i.e. senior SGB personnel) essentially ‘controlling’ and 
structuring the coach educators’ roles, education and practice. From a coach learner’s perspective, 
‘challenging’ those in authority can be problematic in the pursuit of obtaining cultural capital 
through certification and ultimately accruing symbolic capital (cf. Bourdieu, 1984; cf. Cushion et 
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al., 2003; cf. Townsend & Cushion, 2015, inter alia). Accordingly, the participants conceded they 
would struggle to make progress in the sub-field (as coach learners and coach educators) if they 
hampered their access or selection to deliver more courses or higher-level courses. Essentially, 
they felt this would negatively impact their employment and income (i.e. economic capital), 
contacts and networks (i.e. social capital) and status (i.e. symbolic capital). Understandably, this 
had implications for the coach educators’ position in the sub-field as well as their reputations, 
connections and relations to the wider and connected field of coaching. This was significant 
because, due to the part-time nature of the coach educator role, the participants typically spent 
most of their working time in the related coaching field. 
The findings unanimously revealed that despite facing direct criticism from scholars and 
coach learners (e.g. Chesterfield et al., 2010; Lyle & Cushion, 2017, inter alia), programme 
design and pedagogic practices in coach education were not the responsibility or ‘fault’ of the 
coach educators. Only one coach educator (Brian) offered his concern (cf. Horgan & Daly, 2015) 
and frustration towards not being involved and consulted in programme design processes. 
Through attendance at short courses by their SGBs the participants were typically ‘trained’ to 
deliver coach education in a prescribed, rigid and expected way. The methods were presented as 
“universal interests, common to the whole group” (Bourdieu, 1979, p. 80; cf. Colley, 2012; 
Sawiuk et al., 2016). Hence, the participants were essentially “governed by values and ideals, by 
normative expectations about good learning, good teaching, good leadership” (Hodkinson et al., 
2008, p. 34). Essentially, the findings suggested that coach education content was deified 
‘knowledge’ that the coach educators ‘delivered’ to coach learners (cf. Allanson et al., 2019; 
Armour, 2011; Cushion et al., 2017; Stodter & Cushion, 2019). The resultant implications for 
coach educators from such doxa occurred through “the point of view of those who dominate by 
dominating the state and who have constituted their point of view as universal by constituting the 
state” (Bourdieu, 1999, p. 57). However, as previously reported, these ‘points of view’ are 
purported to be questionable and lack supporting evidence (e.g. Bailey et al., 2018; Gilbert et al., 
2009; Piggott, 2012). Despite this, stakeholders, institutions and hierarchies continue to be 
bestowed with pedagogic privilege (i.e. ownership of programme design, content, delivery and 
certification methods, with no alternative systems available), and thus entitlement and authority 
(Taylor & Garratt, 2010; Taylor & Groom, 2016), as was found to be the case here.  
Thereby, the reality of the coach educators’ role was one of deliverers of prescriptive 
content. The above findings further suggest that SGBs, coach developers and coach educators 
may benefit from a closer examination of implicit and explicit curricula and pedagogies and this 
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is something scholars have already alluded to (e.g. Armour et al., 2016; Griffiths et al., 2016). 
Additionally, Piggott (2012) has interpreted this occurrence to be the result of “flawed 
assumptions, held by NGBs, about the nature of both coaches and coaching” (Piggott, 2012, p. 
538). Similarly, research has also recommended the need to reflect and uncover practitioners’ 
assumptions and beliefs to emancipate them from their alleged reliance on habit and tradition (e.g. 
Cushion et al., 2017; Cushion, 2016; Mordal-Moen & Green, 2014). Given the participants’ 
limited understanding of learning and reflection, this remains challenging. For example, the coach 
educators were seemingly unaware “coaching continues to be largely viewed through a 
functionalist lens as a benign and unproblematic activity, thus ignoring its contribution to the 
production and reproduction of social structures” (Cushion & Jones, 2014, p. 276; Cushion et al., 
2017). In fact, concerns towards effective reflective practice were raised some time ago when it 
was highlighted that, “it requires those positioned within the cultural and social hierarchy of sports 
coaching, who have power to influence, to become committed to reflective practice, thus ensuring 
a connection between the educational mission of coach education, experienced coaches, and 
coach educators” (Cushion et al., 2003, p. 224). In this study, Henry recognised reflective practice 
in coach education to be weak and ‘superficial’, suggesting that more needs to be done in this area 
of coach education (see Cushion, 2016). However, despite nine of the participants having sports-
related undergraduate and postgraduate degrees, challenging coaches to examine their practice, 
or derivatives of this through their coach education, did not feature in the participants’ interview 
data which suggests this could be a broader educational concern. 
Some of the graduates and teachers appeared assured and confident, portraying what Reay 
(1998), building on Bourdieu’s concept of cultural capital, would describe as ‘social confidence’ 
– a component and result of cultural capital. Reay (1998) argued that cultural capital can be 
manifested through confidence and noticed teachers often displayed “the certain conviction that 
their point of view was the correct one” (Reay, 1998, p. 70). In relation to the current research, 
graduate teachers, as specialists, possessed greater cultural capital in education and education 
systems, and at times would present an aura that ‘this was their thing’ and their extensive teacher 
training meant they ‘knew’ more, giving them social confidence in their views. For example, Joan 
said: 
 
We’re teacher trained, so we’ve been through a structured and longer period of education. 
Most coaches haven’t, so their education is a lot shorter and not as thorough (Joan L2, CE). 
 
Henry’s extract, in principle, also supported this: 
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I don’t think being a coach and being a teacher will be viewed as having parity in terms of 
roles, in terms of professionalism, in terms of knowledge or capabilities, and I’m not saying 
that’s right, but I think that’s probably how the situation is right now.  And I think probably 
because we place more emphasis on the training in teacher education, it’s a longer process, 
it’s a more thorough process I think is fair to say, and I think with that comes an element of 
it being more respectable, or you’re seen as more professional (Henry, L2 CE). 
 
Henry, however, ‘dealt’ more comfortably with questions, and perhaps welcomed his 
involvement in the research, and began to consider and (re)evaluate his beliefs, practice and 
antecedents as a consequence. Conversely, this was not as apparent for others (e.g. Kris, Brian, 
Mick and Joan). In the case of these participants, there was a feeling that their journeys and habitus 
had produced intransient and intransigent dispositions (cf. Cushion, 2011a), which appeared, to 
some degree, to be a broader feature of the participants that was reflected through their relative 
unawareness, limited consideration, understandings and contributions. In this regard, Bourdieu 
(1984) coined the term ‘hexis’ to understand habitus development through a repository of 
ingrained history and dispositions. Further, Bourdieu (1994), developed the notion of ‘hysteresis’ 
and it was possible that the questions asked of the participants during the research were 
‘unsettling’ and created a social environment that was ‘out of line’ with their dispositions and the 
culture and workings of the sub-field, producing a ‘hysteresis effect’ (Bourdieu, 1996, 2000). 
Lizardo and Strand (2010) suggested ‘unsettledness’ of the habitus (e.g. hysteresis) can facilitate 
change (e.g. Peter, who struggled to answer certain questions, but wanted to go away and have ‘a 
think’ about things) through encouraging reflexivity (Bourdieu, 1977).   
Despite being interpreted as a participant of significant interest, Henry was immersed in 
the sub-field and thus (prior to this research) was not exempt from the doxa (i.e. he practiced in a 
similar way to the other coach educators and had not really reflected on the methods and his 
practice). For example, he described how he had not previously realised the extent to which his 
beliefs and values around pedagogy and practice had been ‘sacrificed’ and ‘compromised’ when 
performing the coach educator role. Further, what supported the interpretation of him as being 
‘different’ was that he was the only participant to feel and articulate this and explain his beliefs 
with any conceptual awareness. Notwithstanding this, however, was his realisation that this 
‘compromise’ was only uncovered while being interviewed for this research. Indeed, this showed 
how pervasive and traditional ways of ‘doing things’ in the sub-field were for Henry, with his 
taken-for-granted and ‘prescriptive’ practice as a coach educator reinforcing this. Essentially, in 
Bourdieusian terms, the sub-field’s logic and doxa had shaped his practice and contributed to the 
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reproduction of the status quo and the harmonisation of the “common-sense world” (Bourdieu, 
1977, p. 80) that maintained the doxic social arena. 
In relation to this, and with a view to developing it further, Bourdieu’s concept of illusio 
can be used to advance our understanding of the current findings. For example, it is important to 
report that a handful of the coach educators in this study were not ‘unaware’ or ‘under the spell’ 
of the sub-field’s doxa (at least to some extent). Angus, Sam, Colin and Fred (and, Henry, but to 
a lesser degree) explained that although they did ‘what was expected’ they knew they were 
subjugated and did not necessarily agree with certain workings in the sub-field. Indeed, as 
Allanson et al. (2019) found, the coach educators employed strategies to aid self-preservation, 
longevity, and to cope with the struggles that competitors shared in the coach education sub-field 
(cf. Bourdieu, 2004b). In expressing this, these participants offered an agentic perspective 
considering behaviours, beliefs, emotions, and identity (cf. Colley, 2012; Colley & Guéry, 2015; 
Lupu & Empson, 2015; Sayer, 2010). Here, then, it can be seen that illusio is useful as it considers 
“the extent to which players invest commitment in the stakes of a field” (Colley & Guéry, 2015, 
p. 113). As such, the present findings reinforce that habitus is not a ‘set’ or deterministic construct 
(Hodkinson et al., 2008; Reay, 2004a) and coach educators possess and exercise agency. The 
following section considers these findings further. 
 
6.5 Illusio 
Whereas Bourdieu’s notions of doxa and symbolic violence consider the tacit and taken-for-
granted practices and subjugation, a less frequently used Bourdieusian concept and one that is 
rarely applied in educational and workplace research (see Colley, 2012, Colley & Guéry, 2015; 
Wacquant, 1992), or the coaching and coach education literature, is illusio (see chapter two). 
Colley (2012) introduces and explains its importance: 
 
Although illusio is frequently but mistakenly interpreted by the English term “illusion”, 
Bourdieu uses it to convey a quite different meaning (Costey, 2005). Illusio denotes how 
we are caught up in the game, our belief that it is worth playing, our commitment to it, and 
our investment in its stakes (the “ludes” or “enjeux”): those objects that are considered of 
value in the field (Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992). Illusio is therefore more explicit, 
conscious, and agentic than the underlying doxa (Colley, 2012, p. 324) 
 
Bourdieu referred to illusio as “speaking of interest” (Bourdieu, 1998a, p. 76-77) and it is 
important to the present research as it helps us to consider the level of conscious ‘fit’ between the 
coach educators’ habitus and the sub-field’s doxa (cf. Colley, James, Tedder & Diment, 2003). 
Accordingly, Colley (2012) explains how illusio interacts with habitus and field: 
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Habitus and field are therefore inseparable concepts, but how are they articulated together? 
One could argue that Bourdieu himself is not at all clear on this issue (Warde, 2004). This 
is, however, a difficult position to maintain, given that there is a key concept in his 
framework – illusio, which he sometimes also refers to as ‘interest’ – that expresses 
precisely this articulation. Indeed, the trio of field, habitus and illusio are so closely 
imbricated that each cannot be intelligibly defined in isolation from the others (Gouanvic, 
2005) (Colley, 2012, p. 324). 
 
Chapter four revealed how the participants’ journeys (and accrual of capital) facilitated their entry 
into coaching and the coach education sub-field through their athletic and coaching backgrounds 
in the coaching field. Additionally, the participants had an affiliation and a conscious ‘interest’ in 
sport and coaching that led to them becoming coach educators. Thus: 
 
It is through illusio that players bring their habitus to the field and engage with the practices 
that constitute it. The stakes that inspire this engagement are the objects of value in the field, 
including values and beliefs. Illusio, then, represents the more conscious counterpart of the 
tacit and unquestionable ‘doxa’ of a field (Colley, 2012, p. 117).  
 
Interestingly, though, only two participants (Brian and Ernie) offered a seemingly intrinsic reason 
as to why they took on the coach educator role. Brian was frustrated “by the quality of some of 
the coaching” in the sport he had cared deeply about since childhood and Ernie commented that 
he “wanted to give something back” to the sport. Of course, this is not to say the other participants 
did not share this or similar feelings, but they did not reveal so. The other participants viewed the 
role as an opportunity and extension to their coaching work and curriculum vitae; typically, it was 
something not planned for or expected. Fred and Ernie perhaps encompassed the participants’ 
feelings on this through their comments that becoming a coach educator ‘supplemented their 
coaching incomes’ and their views that ‘I know that the other guys feel the same’. 
Colley and Guéry (2015) believe the under-utilised concept of illusio to be a vital one, 
“which expresses the commitment of ‘players’ in any field to invest in its stakes, that is to say, its 
objects of value” (Colley & Guéry, 2015, p. 117). Importantly, Colley (2012) adds that illusio 
captures emotional investment and commitment; for example, “caring about what happens at 
work – that a professional habitus may entail” (Colley, 2012, p. 324). The interest and illusio can 
be seen through “people’s commitments to invest themselves in a particular set of practices or 
‘field’” (Colley & Guéry, 2015, p. 115). Unlike doxa or symbolic violence, illusio considers one’s 
investment in and commitment to one’s own professional values, thereby implying a conscious 
awareness on behalf of social agents (Colley, 2012; Colley & Guéry, 2015). Bourdieu (2000) 
proposed that, “every social field, whether the scientific field, the artistic field, the bureaucratic 
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field, or the political field, tends to require those entering it to have the relationship to the field 
that I call illusio” (Bourdieu, 2000, p. 78). Bourdieu (2001) also described how illusio triggers 
embodied dispositions: 
 
This magic works only on the basis of the dispositions deposited, like springs, at the deepest 
level of the body. If it can act like the release of a spring, that is, with a very weak 
expenditure of energy, this is because it does no more than trigger the dispositions that the 
work of inculcation and embodiment has deposited in those who are thereby primed for it 
(Bourdieu, 2001, p. 38). 
 
It has been suggested that “in order to succeed in the game you need to let yourself be captured 
by it” (Lupu & Empson, 2015, p. 1333). Therefore, to be ‘successful’ in coach education, the 
coach educators (and coach learners) had to conform with the rules of the game by 
unquestioningly following the sub-field’s expectations (cf. Carter & Spence, 2014). Through their 
upbringing, parents, school, athletic careers, coach education and university education (cf. Burke, 
2018; Pimlott-Wilson, 2011) the participants had been socialised to conform, be disciplined and 
to ‘work hard’ (as reported in chapters four and five). Essentially, abiding by and playing by the 
rules of the game were seen and experienced through being a ‘good’ student, athlete, worker or 
employee. This had informed the belief they would “be rewarded and they had learnt to value the 
rewards it [the sub-field] offers” (Lupu & Empson, 2015, p. 1330). As we have seen, these 
socialisation processes were reliant on the participants not questioning those in power and 
authority and by following the sub-field’s underlying principles through compliance and 
adherence to the rules of the game (Bourdieu, 1998).  
Interestingly, the coach educators who expressed concerns in their interviews (e.g. Fred, 
Sam, Colin, Angus, Kris and Henry), chose not to raise them in the sub-field. Evidently, they had 
what has been described as a ‘malleable habitus’ (Lupu & Empson, 2015) or ‘vocational habitus’ 
(Colley et al., 2003) and therefore could adapt and embody the rules of the game; effectively they 
had the “game under their skin” (Bourdieu, 1998, p. 80). Despite each of the coach educators 
feeling under differing amounts of ‘pressure’ they tended to not speak out. This, of course, has 
implications for cultural reproduction in the sub-field and makes social amelioration and change 
difficult (cf. Allanson, 2014, inter alia). Furthermore, it can be undesirable as questioning the 
logic and hierarchy was not a strategy to accumulate capital. Fred, Sam, Colin, Angus and Henry, 
in showing an awareness of the ways of the sub-field, and despite having reservations, adapted 
their behaviour and practice to ‘fit in’ with the ways of the workplace (sub-field). They 
strategically chose not to engage in awkward conversations, complain, question, or challenge the 
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status quo and hierarchy. This type of tactical and competitive game playing enabled them to stay 
in the game as they felt it was in their interests, so they consciously withheld their views and 
concerns with a view to securing their position in the sub-field and enhancing their futures. 
Through this behaviour they also showed that they maintained the ‘interest’ to do so and reported 
that by challenging the SGB hierarchy, or ‘the system’, they had a lot to lose. Sam, Fred and 
Angus explained in chapter five how questioning senior colleagues was ‘not welcome’ or 
beneficial and how it was important not to be labelled a ‘problem’ or ‘trouble-maker’. Rather, 
these coach educators expressed it was common practice to ‘keep their heads down’ and that 
compliance was vital, as was the need to be viewed by the hierarchy as being desirable. The data 
highlighted how Sam, Fred and Angus had awareness of the structure, hierarchy, power, logic 
and culture in the sub-field, and it was this that shaped how and why they ‘learned to fit’ and 
conform, seemingly adopting the ‘choice of the necessary’ (Bourdieu, 1986). They had learned 
experientially through social practice the need to ‘secure’ their position in the sub-field and they 
exercised what Bourdieu termed as “knowing one’s place and staying there” (Bourdieu, 1977, p. 
82). Although they experienced subjugation they were ‘skilled actors’ in that they understood the 
rules of the game, had an interest and feel for the game and knew how to play it (cf. Lupu & 
Empson, 2015). Opposing the rules of the game would have potentially jeopardised their 
existence, futures, progression and access to, and the accruement of, capital in the sub-field. By 
‘playing the game’ the coach educators attempted to enhance their accumulation of status and 
renown (i.e. symbolic capital) through a combination of social capital (i.e. networks), cultural 
capital (i.e. more experience and acceptance) and economic capital in the field (i.e. earning 
potential) (cf. Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992). They felt doing this aided their opportunities to 
become established and accepted coach educators. Their strategy could be related to Bourdieu’s 
notion of “submission [as] liberating” (Bourdieu, 1987, p. 184) and showed how the sub-field 
was a “site of struggle, for access, for acknowledgment and of acceptance” (Bourdieu, 1986, p. 
33). Similarly, in coach education contexts more broadly, it has already been highlighted how 
coach learners also feel the need to utilise this approach with those in power (i.e. coach educators) 
(e.g. Chesterfield et al., 2010; Watts & Cushion, 2016, inter alia). The current findings suggested 
that this can occur with coach educators too. 
It is also true that social agents have choices and can therefore choose (if they wish to and 
feel there is a need) to challenge the hierarchy, the sub-field, the rules of the game, and can decide 
to leave the sub-field. Accordingly, “the individual actor is not helpless at the mercy of social 
forces” (Giddens, 1984, p. 181). As seen from the findings, however, although some coach 
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educators may recognise the structural forces (in this case Fred, Sam, Colin, Angus and Henry), 
others may not, and therefore either way can still be ‘trapped’ or to some extent ‘at the mercy’ of 
them. For example, the data indicated that some coach educators were aware, but were under 
pressure to stay in the game, having deemed the stakes too great to leave it (cf. Colley, 2012; cf. 
Lupu & Empson, 2015). The disposition, and, as we have seen, strategy of compliance in these 
cases, facilitated success when pursuing available capital in the coach education sub-field (cf. 
Colley et al., 2003; cf. Gaventa, 2003).  
Extending this further, previously Angus gave an account of his former colleague who 
had challenged the hierarchy about what he felt were ineffective working conditions. His 
colleague’s concern was based around the ethics, appropriateness and fairness of coach educators’ 
excessive coach learner ratios. Consequently, his colleague was allegedly marginalised and had 
little option but to resign from the SGB as he started to receive less work and to feel unhappy and 
isolated. The following contribution from Bourdieu (2000) is relevant here, and suggests: 
 
The homology between the space of positions and the space of dispositions is never perfect 
and there are always some agents ‘out on a limb’, displaced, out of place and ill at ease 
(Bourdieu, 2000, p. 157). 
 
What is interesting, however, is that Angus and his other colleagues, despite agreeing with their 
colleague’s question and questioning, consciously chose to ‘keep their distance’ and not form an 
alliance with him in order to maintain their position and reputation in the field. Thus, Angus and 
his colleagues effectively chose to ostracise this person. Through illusio, it can be understood how 
this example represented Angus and his colleagues’ interest, behaviour and practice through their 
“search for recognition” and “a fascinated pursuit of the approval of others” in power (Bourdieu, 
2000, p. 166). The recognition and approval they sought was not that of their peers, but those 
positioned in more senior roles and in possession of greater capital. When expressing and 
reflecting on this in his interview, Angus felt ‘guilt’ towards his actions and perceived them to be 
wrong. Indeed, here Angus and his colleagues played the game ‘ferociously’ to maintain a ‘good 
worker’ image and persona to senior staff (Bourdieu, 2000; Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992; see also 
Lupu & Empson, 2015). Of course, as this example shows “resistance can be alienating” 
(Bourdieu, 1987, p. 184; cf. Allanson et al., 2019) and in recognising this Bourdieu termed the 
phrase ‘conatus’ to explain how habitus, field and capital (in the field) facilitate agents’ ability to 
perpetuate themselves and their being to constitute their existence (see Bourdieu, 1993). These 
coach educators had mastered the game and conformed due to the desirability of the stakes, 
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making their efforts to obtain them appear justified (cf. Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992). This 
approach “effectively forbids questioning of the principles of belief, which would threaten the 
very existence of the field” (Bourdieu, 2000, p. 102).  
It was thus clear that coach educators can (and have to consciously or sub-consciously) 
“embody the game and they become a medium for the reproduction of the game” with illusio 
being “a strongly centripetal force that opposes change in the field” (Lupu & Empson, 2015, p. 
1333). Consequently, illusio could be an interesting area for future coach education and coach 
educator research to consider, as ultimately, Bourdieu’s sociology was founded on the 
“interpenetrative relationship between structure and agency” (Burke et al., 2018, p. 2). 
Furthermore: 
 
People are not fools; they are much less bizarre or deluded than we would spontaneously 
believe precisely because they have internalised, through a protracted and multisided 
process of conditioning, the objective choices they face (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 
130). 
 
The following section affords some critical attention to Bourdieu’s work and the implications for 
this and future research. 
 
6.6 A critical look at Bourdieu  
Until this point, Bourdieu’s work has not been subjected to critical consideration. Throughout his 
career, Bourdieu’s work reminds researchers to be reflexive and that “no theory will provide the 
answer to everything” (Abrahams, Ingram, Thatcher, & Burke, 2018, p. 163). In this regard, Sayer 
(2005, 2010) raises some interesting questions and has argued that although Bourdieu ‘greatly 
deepened’ our awareness and understanding of subtle forms of domination, oppression and 
mastery of social spaces, his work overlooked pertinent aspects of social life. Specifically, Sayer 
(2010) suggested Bourdieu’s constructs lacked sufficient agentic attention in regard to ethics, 
morality, emotions, caring, well-being, compassion and guilt (see Colley, 2012; see Colley & 
Guéry, 2015). In fact, the author posited that “Bourdieu largely ignored the ethical dimension of 
the habitus” (Sayer, 2010, p. 89), omitting respectfulness and selfishness, and proposed the 
following: 
 
…he (Bourdieu) is more interested in the fact that goods achieved through disinterested 
pursuit for their own good often have a higher market value than goods pursued for money 
or other external rewards, than in the fact that people do indeed often act not for advantage, 
but because they think that certain courses of action are right or good in themselves (Sayer, 
2010, p. 95, emphases added). 
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In relation to this, Sayer (2010) asked “why would people bother to conform or resist, compete 
and struggle, as Bourdieu notes, if their success or failure made no emotional difference to them?” 
(p. 94; cf. Allanson et al., 2019; Blackett et al., 2015; Nelson et al., 2016a). Within the present 
research this was evident in Colin’s journey and through the disillusionment of his illusio towards 
the coach educator role that resulted in him leaving the role. It was several years before he returned 
to the role and did so because the sport ‘was a part of him’ (cf. Hassanin & Light, 2014), he 
‘cared’ (cf. Brasil et al., 2017) and he ‘felt guilty’. That said, after re-joining the sub-field, Colin 
still struggled with ‘how things were’. This resonates with illusio as it seems reasonable that 
people may “think that certain courses of action are right or good in themselves” and people 
“value others and their conduct in terms of their goodness or propriety” (Sayer, 2010, p. 95). 
Colin’s example has synergy with Colley’s (2012) empirical research that used illusio to explore 
workplace challenges and pressures faced by youth support workers. For example: 
 
Austerity is shifting the “stakes” of the youth support field from a client-centred ethos to 
the meeting of economically driven targets. This shatters the illusio of practitioners 
committed to client-centred ethics, resulting in emotional suffering, difficulty in learning to 
cope with new demands, and an erosion of professional capacity (Colley, 2012, p. 317).  
 
Indeed, this can lead to individuals, like Colin, leaving the sub-field: 
 
Barry himself reached the decision to quit Connexions after a series of incidents which 
left him feeling that staff were being used as “puppets” – a powerful metaphor for a lack of 
autonomy and agency, for being played rather than being a player in the field. He could no 
longer invest in the game as it had become, nor share the requisite illusio in its stakes. 
Consequently, the “fit” between his habitus and the field was so disrupted that he could not 
learn to live with it. He resigned immediately, without any job to go to (Colley, 2012, p. 
330).  
  
These findings also correspond with Angus’ account of his former colleague whose illusio was 
shattered. As such, this: 
 
shattering of illusio and the incongruence of habitus with the new stakes in the field resulted 
in a disengagement which made it very difficult, even impossible, to learn how to practice 
in a manner that was both ethical and compatible with government [stakeholder] and 
institutional [SGB] targets” (Colley, 2012, pp. 332-333).  
 
In the current study, issues surrounding illusio typically related to time constraints, demands and 
pressures (see chapter five). Hence, the concerns consisted of pressurised working conditions, 
professionalism, fairness and ethics. It is reasonable to surmise that these dispositions, viewpoints 
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and ‘concerns’ were formed from the participants’ experiences as coaches, teachers and sporting 
performers. These conditions and expectations in the sub-field made coach educators feel 
stressed, uncomfortable and some unhappy. In relation to the duration and difficulty of some 
courses, Henry commented that “I don’t think it’s long enough and I’d question whether some of 
them I pass will be good coaches, but they met the requirements”. Similarly, John commented 
how courses were “pretty basic and something you just have to get through” as a coach, whereas, 
Colin added “they’re not coaches because they’re not being asked to ‘coach’.” We also heard 
Angus explain that despite several coach educators feeling there were problems, they chose not 
to mention them and had alienated a colleague who had raised concerns. Essentially, illusio can 
offer an appreciation of the adverse effects of field participation or lack of (cf. Sayer, 2010). For 
example, arguably, not everyone wants (or has) to play the game, and it can cause unhappiness 
and even illness. Thus, agents can leave workplaces and professions altogether, as well as be 
driven out due to their ‘lack of fit’ or a feeling of being ‘out of kilter’ with what is of value and at 
stake in the field (cf. Colley, 2012; cf. Colley & Guéry, 2015). The present findings highlighted 
that the coach education sub-field is a field of struggles where in order to be secure and successful 
agents need to ‘fit’ and ‘buy in’ to the hierarchical expectations. Seemingly, this suggests these 
environments also make change, criticality and reflexivity difficult. Notwithstanding, overlooking 
the concept of illusio may limit research findings. 
Taken together, Sayer’s (2010) critique and Colley’s (2012) perspective resonate with 
agency, emotions and illusio. Additionally, early biographical research (see chapter two) shows 
how individuals “respond differently to the constraints and opportunities they experience” 
(Armour, 1997, p. 79, emphasis added; cf. Saury & Durand, 1998). This highlights the “complex 
and intricate agent/structure relationship” that can become better understood through 
practitioners’ voices (Armour, 1997; cf. Armour, 1993; Jones, 2011; Jones et al., 2003, 2004). 
Over the last decade, the coaching literature has started to show greater interest towards coaches’ 
voices and emotions (e.g. Potrac, Smith, & Nelson, 2017; Potrac, Jones, Gilbourne, & Nelson, 
2013a; Potrac, Jones, Purdy, Nelson, & Marshall, 2013b) and caring (e.g. Cronin & Armour, 
2019; Jones, 2009). The present findings make the case for similar scholarship to be extended to 
the experiences of coach educators. 
As noted earlier, the need for reflexivity and criticality were key messages emphasised by 
Bourdieu; therefore, as Devine (2010) highlighted, it is important for research and researchers 
(and workplaces and coach education sub-fields) “not to be slavish to one way of thinking, but to 
critically engage with Bourdieu’s theory and concepts, to subject his work to empirical 
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enquiry…Bourdieu would not want it any other way!” (Devine, 2010, p. 156). Recently, Burke 
et al. (2018) commented, “one of Bourdieu’s main emphases on his theoretical framework was 
that it is was not simply reified, but that researchers should demonstrate the relevance of his 
concepts through empirical inquiry” (Burke et al., 2018, p. 4).  Perhaps Sayer’s (2005, 2010) 
earlier critique is noteworthy and previous empirical research supports the need for exploration 
of people’s emotional involvement and agency in their day-to-day work (e.g. Colley, 2012; Colley 
& Guéry, 2015, cf. Potrac, 2016), as do some of the findings in this study. It seems unlikely that 
social conditions and structures can always over-ride, restrict or eradicate agents’ cognition (e.g. 
caring and emotions). Therefore, while dispositions are durable and transposable and “do not 
provide a great deal of room for agency…it is not that the habitus is void of choice but rather the 
range of choices and attitudes will be influenced by social structures leading him [Bourdieu] to 
define the habitus as ‘socialised subjectivity’” (Burke et al., 2018, p. 2; Bourdieu, 1992, p. 126).  
A notable criticism or misinterpretation of Bourdieu (e.g. Jenkins, 1992; see also Giroux, 
1983) is the assertion that habitus is a deterministic construct or a notion of reproduction. This 
criticism is countered by the notion that “Bourdieu’s concern is to uncover the logic of practices 
that perpetuate power relations and inequalities” and that “changing or breaking the habitus is 
possible” (Burke, 2018, p. 11; cf. Hodkinson, 2008; Pimlott-Wilson, 2011; Reay, 2004a). 
Bourdieu (1992) did, in fact, argue that environmental changes can change and therefore alter the 
habitus, and his point was that “entering such an environment is highly unlikely due to the habitus 
itself” (Burke, 2018, p. 110; cf. Bourdieu, 1988a). Ironically, Bourdieu’s habitus, journey, and his 
posthumous and ongoing accumulation of capital, are perhaps the best riposte to accusations of 
determinism and reproduction.  
 
6.7 Summarising thoughts 
A major strength of Bourdieu’s work is how it invites researchers to understand the social 
conditions of how and where social agents’ (in this case coach educators’) knowledge, beliefs and 
practices are produced, and the journeys and conditions that may legitimate and privilege their 
ways of thinking about practice (Bourdieu, 1977; Grenfell, 2010a). Through Bourdieu, this 
chapter has unpacked some hidden, nuanced and previously unknown details surrounding the 
coach educators’ habitus, sub-fields, experiences, perceptions and emotions. Through linking, 
understanding, developing and advancing the findings and analysis in chapters four and five, this 
chapter has offered an abstract and latent consideration of the research questions by presenting 
new insights into coach educators, their understandings, practice, roles and realities. A substantive 
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finding is the taken-for-granted approach and doxic culture that was revealed around coaching, 
learning, tutor training and the coach educator role. This was apparent through the general lack 
of reflection, reflexivity, self-awareness, critical appreciation and conceptual awareness displayed 
by the participants. Whilst habitus has a transformative capacity (Bourdieu, 1977; Reay, 2004a), 
the participants typically appeared to share ‘similar’ dispositions and understandings (and a lack 
of understanding) that may have been a result of their backgrounds, journeys and coaching doxa. 
Indeed, people with a similar habitus usually occupy related positions (Hodkinson et al., 2008; 
Ritzer, 1996). However, there were some differences in their knowledge, beliefs, perceptions and 
understandings. The data also highlighted that the participants’ journeys and habitus were not 
deterministic (cf. Reay, 2004a), but strong signs of institutionalisation and inculcation of the 
habitus (Bourdieu, 1977) were evident. 
Additionally, the findings revealed that as practitioners the coach educators were isolated, 
lacked autonomy, and input. Essentially, SGB hierarchies and expectations impacted their roles, 
practice, behaviour, feelings and futures. Notably, there appeared to be more freedom, better 
workplace relations and more enjoyment for those operating in smaller SGBs (cf. Piggott, 2012). 
That said, it was still apparent that these coach educators operated in “a field of struggles’ 
(Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 101) and were not immune to structural forces, pressures and 
challenges. In the coach education milieu, although the educational content and the participants’ 
practice appeared to be arbitrary (cf. Cushion et al., 2017), their roles and positions in the sub-
field afforded them a position of authority over learner coaches. Therefore, coach educators 
(consciously or not) possessed the power to consecrate (Bourdieu, 1984) and indoctrinate (cf. 
Chesterfield et al., 2010; Nelson & Cushion, 2006; Piggott, 2012, inter alia). Undoubtedly, the 
coach educators facilitated and both consciously and sub-consciously contributed to the logic and 
resultant cultural reproduction of coach education and coaching as it is today. 
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Chapter Seven 
Conclusion 
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7.1 Introduction 
The purpose of this study was to conduct an exploration of coach educators in the UK. In 
particular, the research set out to investigate who selected coach educators are, as well as their 
journeys, experiences, practice, roles, and realities. In so doing, the study has provided a detailed 
insight into coach educators’ understandings, beliefs and perceptions of coach learning and coach 
education and thus a ‘greater appreciation’ of the coach educator. The research was undertaken 
with a sample of sixteen coach educators across nine sports operating in contrasting SGBs and at 
all levels of coach education in the UK. As such, it was the first study of its kind to examine coach 
educators’ backgrounds and journeys from childhood through to present day. The approach 
enabled me to discover and understand the socialisation processes and messages that were 
experienced by the coach educators, and how these shaped their professional lives and 
understandings. The research considered the findings through a Bourdieusian lens and such an 
approach provided additional depth through a latent analysis. The purpose of this chapter is to 
consider both the findings and ramifications of the research. The chapter outlines the original 
contribution of the research and the implications and directions for future research. The chapter 
also provides an overview of the study’s limitations.  
 
7.2 Toward a better understanding of coach educators 
The coach educators contributed rich data and significant new knowledge about their journeys, 
experiences, roles and realities. Specifically, the data provided new insights into coaches 
becoming educators and the nature of their roles. This included knowledge concerning their 
understandings and outlooks on their own learning as well as the facilitation of coaches’ learning 
on and through formal coach education – a piece of the puzzle previously lacking in coach 
education research (e.g. Abraham et al., 2013; Allanson et al., 2019). The coaches’ views and 
reflections on the ‘quality’ of coach education curricula adds to the existing discussions (e.g. 
Cushion et al., 2017) concerning coach educators, as do their thoughts on the logistical challenges 
and micropolitical dynamics of their work (cf. Allanson et al., 2019). Furthermore, the work gave 
coach educators a ‘voice’ which previously has been lacking.  
Notably, the research offers clarity and specificity about the role and duties these coach 
educators were expected to perform, which previously were assumed or taken for granted. 
Interestingly, the research showed that the coach educators found themselves delivering similar 
courses to those that they themselves had not valued as coach learners. Of significance here is 
that as coaches, the participants did not promote or see formal coach education courses and CPD 
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events as being important to their own future learning and personal development. The findings 
revealed the participants to be delivering coach education curricula throughout all levels of coach 
education without contributing to course design and selected pedagogies. This may explain the 
limited prior consideration they had afforded to the coach educator role and ‘learning’. However, 
there was also a lack of critical thinking and reflection amongst the coach educators more broadly 
in relation to their coaching careers and practice.  
While research interest in coach education has grown in recent years (see chapter two), 
the coach educator role and its associated responsibilities are often poorly demarcated. That is, 
whilst related to coach developers and coach mentors in aiding coaches’ development, the role is 
in fact different. In the current study, I offer more clarity and understanding of the very specific 
role of coach educators (e.g. tutors); this is a significant step because it provides more 
comprehensive evidence upon which to make recommendations for their role, practice and 
development. This study is the first to investigate coach educators in a range of sports with 
previous research (e.g. Allanson et al., 2019; Brasil et al., 2017; Cushion et al., 2017) tending to 
adopt a sport-specific approach. This is important as coaches’ and coach educators’ experiences 
and perceptions may differ between sports and SGBs (cf. Piggott, 2012). Thus, the findings enable 
the coach educator to be considered in a more heterogeneous way, and with greater specificity. In 
particular, instead of solely focusing on the ‘big-hitting’ sports that typically feature strongly in 
the literature, this study also offered a voice to coach educators in sports rarely covered through 
empirical enquiry (e.g. boxing, netball, swimming, rugby league, rounders and futsal).  
Despite a range of coach educators included in the sample, the findings showed ‘similar’ 
journeys through sport and coaching typically with positive sporting and supportive backgrounds 
and experiences. At face value these are in line with previous work on coach socialisation (e.g. 
Hassanin & Light, 2014, inter alia). However, these longitudinal, situated and cultural (see Evans, 
2004) experiences shaped participants’ dispositions and contributed to a socially constructed 
‘practical sense’ (Bourdieu, 1998) towards coaching (cf. Christensen, 2009; Cushion et al., 2017). 
This was crucial as these dispositions, in turn, shaped their understandings as coaches and coach 
educators. Fundamentally, it was their situated cultural experiences that developed unquestioned 
tendencies that were repeated and reinforced through time spent in the coaching field and coach 
education sub-field. These findings add to and develop existing research (e.g. Brasil et al., 2017; 
Cushion et al., 2017) by providing an advanced exploration into the construction of coach 
educators’ biographies, dispositions and habitus, the first empirical research to do so.  
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Importantly, the coach educators’ inculcated and shaped habitus provided a basis for their, 
often arbitrary, understandings and practices that were typically taken-for-granted and accepted 
uncritically without reflection. This finding is significant because previous work has lacked 
inclusion and coverage of coach educators’ voices and a detailed understanding of their roles (e.g. 
Nelson et al., 2013, inter alia), been overly-descriptive (e.g. McCullick et al., 2005, inter alia) 
and somewhat superficial (e.g. Vella et al., 2013, inter alia). Equally, the research provided rare 
knowledge and understanding of coach educators’ personal experiences from childhood and 
moved away from scholarship adopting reductionist methods (e.g. Nash & Sproule, 2012; cf. 
Bailey et al., 2018) to explore a complex area. As such, the present findings provide a more 
sophisticated understanding of coach educators’ and show how their journeys have constructed 
their dispositions. Indeed, journeys and dispositions should not be overlooked when investigating 
coach educators and their outlooks, as they enable us to consider how they acquired their beliefs.  
The broader education literature (e.g. Cochran-Smith et al., 2020; Goodwin et al., 2014, 
MacPhail et al., 2019; Soysal & Radmard, 2020; White, 2019; Williams, 2019), has suggested 
that the preparation of adult learners (e.g. teachers) by teacher educators is not simply an extension 
of teaching. Similarly, it has been asserted that although teaching is complex, teaching how to 
teach is possibly more challenging (Soysal & Radmard, 2020, inter alia). This appeared to 
resonate with the present findings in the coach education context. While coaching is different to 
educating or developing coach learners, in the present study the participants did not seem to make 
a distinction between coaching and coach educating. In this sense, the largely ‘ad hoc’ recruitment 
of coach educators to their roles warrants further investigation. Evidently, coaching and educating 
coaches need to be viewed separately, as they are not the same thing.  
Coach educators in the present study lacked autonomy in their educating roles. 
Paradoxically though, many coaches seem to have more autonomy in their practice than both 
coach educators and teachers who, for example, are typically required to deliver prescribed 
curricula. It is clear that being a professional educator is a complex social role (cf. Makopoulou, 
2017, inter alia) and there is a lot to learn, but also that teacher and coach educators and scholars 
may learn from each other. The present findings have however provided a clearer understanding 
of the coach educator role, showing that it is a very specific, controlled and structured one. For 
example, the participants in the study had very little (if any) input into the educational material 
and pedagogies they were employed to deliver. This is significant because it highlights why 
greater understanding of coach development roles is required and the need to further consider the 
support and learning requirements of coach educators.  
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To date, the present research appears to include the largest number of coach educators’ 
voices in a single empirical study. This is important when exploring under-researched topics such 
as the coach developer workforce as, while depth in research is important, breadth is also required 
(Brasil et al., 2017; Callary & Gearity, 2019a, 2019b, 2020; Stodter & Cushion, 2019). The current 
study provided an opportunity to hear from more of the workforce and thus add and contribute to 
the developing picture of the person and the role. Again, this also signifies the importance of 
recognising and engaging with other relevant work (i.e. professional educators in related 
disciplines).  
Rich and novel insights of this group of under-researched participants were also fostered 
through the latent analysis and development of Bourdieu’s theoretical frameworks and Bourdieu’s 
less-utilised concept of illusio (cf. Colley, 2012). It was evident that these coach educators 
consciously and sub-consciously were a medium for the reproduction of coach education. 
Through illusio, the findings provided initial insight into certain coach educators’ struggles, 
commitment and the emotional nature of their experiences and work. Illusio, then, provided an 
opportunity to explore and understand the coach educators’ habitus in relation to their 
participation and position in the coach education sub-field. Through hearing coach educators’ 
voices, the research fosters appreciation of what it feels like to be a coach educator and considers 
both structure and agency (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992; Burke et al., 2018). The work also moves 
beyond and builds on descriptive and agentic accounts of coach educators’ learning pathways 
(e.g. Brasil et al., 2017) to ones that operationalise a critical sociological approach incorporating 
historical and macro in addition to micro elements. The present study is the first to use illusio in 
this way to enhance understanding in this research context and the concept was particularly 
helpful when exploring participants’ behaviour, actions and interest in the coach education sub-
field. This type of methodological innovation and additional analysis has further deepened our 
understanding of the coach educator.  
As recently alluded to, the present findings develop and add to previous research 
concentrating on coach educators’ everyday micro-realities (e.g. Allanson, 2014, Allanson et al., 
2019). Essentially, practicing as a coach educator in this case constituted being part of a highly 
structured and hierarchical system of coach education that required compliance and the 
endorsement of a ‘right way’ to practice. The findings showed how and why this happened as 
opposed to just finding, knowing and re-confirming coach education and coach educators to be 
‘low impact’ (e.g. Nash & Sproule, 2012; Lyle & Cushion, 2017). The current research has offered 
further understanding as to why this occurs and whether it should continue. Importantly, the study 
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has demonstrated in very particular terms why coach education needs to be examined with coach 
educators (cf. Allanson et al., 2019) and why coach educators and their journeys need to be 
considered through acknowledging social structures, forces (cf. Cushion et al., 2017) and agency 
(cf. Brasil et al., 2017). This perspective is significant because it offers a more holistic 
understanding of the coach educator and research context. 
The findings and analysis have also managed to provide a different perspective of coach 
education and CPD, importantly from the voices of those whose role it is to deliver it. Indeed, 
even the most contemporary additions to the literature reveal how professional educators’ voices 
are largely unheard in coaching (e.g. Allanson et al., 2019; Callary & Gearity, 2019a, 2019b, 
2020) and education more broadly (Soysal & Radmard 2020; White, 2019; Williams, 2019). 
Interestingly, the participants in the present study reported that coach education was more of a 
process that you ‘have to do’ but explained that it was not very helpful in the ‘real’ coaching 
contexts that they valorised (cf. Lyle & Cushion, 2017; Stodter & Cushion, 2017). Thus, the 
participants perceived formal provision to be decontextualised and to have low impact throughout 
their coaching journeys (cf. Watts & Cushion, 2016). Further, the coach educators appeared 
reluctant to undertaking future SGB qualifications for their own coaching development. At face 
value these findings seem in line with broader criticism of coach education provision; however, 
the fact that they are confirmed by coach educators here is concerning for coach development and 
offers new and added weight to the discourse and evidence base. 
The findings illustrate that hearing coach educators’ voices is essential in order to avoid 
scholarship in education that offers recommendations as something “one understands all too 
quickly” (Bourdieu, 1988b, p. 154) and thus somewhat cursorily. For example, the present 
research offers a new perspective on previous research that perhaps assumed that ‘coach 
educators’ (e.g. tutors) are ‘responsible’ for the content and methods used in coach education in 
the UK (cf. Allanson et al., 2019; Jones et al., 2003, 2004; Chesterfield et al., 2010; Nash & 
Sproule, 2012). Here, the findings highlight that this was something the ‘coach educators’ (e.g. 
tutors) had not really considered or been asked about, or had no (or little) involvement in (cf. 
Horgan & Daly, 2015), or control (cf. Sawuik et al., 2016) over. Further, it was clear that the 
participants had limited training and followed prescriptive guidelines and expectations. Arguably, 
then, it seems unfair to single out such tutors. Hence, the current study has revealed why 
definitional clarity when researching the coach development workforce is important and perhaps 
overdue. It is only through this that salient understandings and greater knowledge (cf. Lyle, 2018) 
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of this research context will continue to develop. Again, this is a concern and an area that requires 
attention with professional educators involved in teacher education (see White, 2019). 
Previous research (e.g. Cushion et al., 2017) has suggested that in practice coach educators 
are reflective but not reflexive or critical. In the present study, the data did not support this, and 
suggested that coach educator engagement in reflexivity was not straightforward and developed 
some preliminary explanation for this. For example, the coach educators reported that their 
participation in the research had for the first time required them to articulate their thoughts about 
coaching and being a coach educator and thus they became introspective and reflected on their 
own lives and beliefs. Indeed, this highlights the benefit of the interview approach and exploration 
undertaken. Interestingly, while all took part in the research process, this active engagement only 
stimulated ‘interest’ and heightened their self-awareness for some (e.g. Henry and Peter). Others 
meanwhile (e.g. Kris and Brian) struggled to reflect critically and seemed unsure why they were 
doing it or needed to. Bourdieu’s (1984) concept of hexis – a repository of ingrained history and 
dispositions – helps us to understand why this was the case. That is “where someone is 
accustomed to seeing their daily and strenuous efforts as an educator in generally positive terms, 
it will seem difficult and quite possibly perverse to be asking in what sense they are part of a 
system” (James, 2015, p. 107) that could be ineffective and perhaps generate inequalities.  
Despite being afforded an opportunity to think, reflect, and importantly, through their own 
voices, discuss their experiences and practice, the findings showed that the participants were 
generally unaware of their practice and particularly its resultant contribution to cultural 
reproduction. Indeed, it is significant that taking part in the research enabled participants to do 
this for the first time, because it suggests such involvement could enable coach educators (and 
therefore coaches) to be more reflective, critical, curious and innovative (cf. Cassidy et al., 2009; 
Cushion, 2016; Douglas et al., 2016) in the future. These qualities seemed to be relatively lacking 
in the coach educators. Thus, it is unlikely the above is happening with the coach learners they 
work with. Notably, it does not seem to have formed part of their initial training, preparation and 
CPD as coach educators. 
In exploring the notion of cultural reproduction in this context further, although Bourdieu 
did not write extensively about sport pedagogy, he did acknowledge sport pedagogy’s problems 
in overcoming unconscious social practice. Bourdieu (1988a) argued that “sporting pedagogy is 
perhaps that area par excellence in which to consider an issue that one generally confronts in the 
realm of politics: the problem of the awakening of consciousness (prise de conscience)” (p. 160). 
He also suggested a “do as I do” (Bourdieu, 1988a, p. 160) ideology informed instruction. Indeed, 
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the participants described an environment where they formed, maintained and contributed to a 
model of uncritical cultural reproduction (Bourdieu, 1977) of reductionist ideals and practices 
that were ideologically laden (cf. Sawiuk et al., 2016). First, sedimented in their early practical 
experiences (e.g. playing the sport) which then became valorised and evidenced by the coach 
educators struggling to articulate understandings and beliefs. Likewise, the participants’ learning 
in situated experiences and their mimetic approach to coach education (cf. Chesterfield et al., 
2010) and tutor training also contributed to an unconscious “do as I do” approach (Bourdieu, 
1988a, p. 160). The present findings also unpacked why the coach educators adopted the values 
and practices of a dominant group and regarded them as being normal and ‘just how it is’. Indeed, 
we have heard that conscious (illusio) or sub-conscious compliance was significant for the coach 
educators’ roles and social practice because it impacted their existence, position and progression 
through the sub-field. In other words, compliance (cf. Allanson et al., 2019) was perceived to aid 
employment and job security and was critical to the coach educators’ ‘reputation’ and enabled 
them to accumulate symbolic capital through their alignment with the logic and workings of the 
sub-field. In addition, the current study has not only provided further evidence and understanding 
of the notion of cultural reproduction, but for some coach educators it has helped to facilitate an 
“awakening of consciousness” (Bourdieu, 1988a, p. 60) through being invited to think about their 
existence, experiences and practice for the first time. 
Aside from Henry, the participants struggled to articulate pedagogical knowledge, 
understanding and awareness, supporting other findings with coach educators (e.g. Cushion et al., 
2017) and coach education discourse more broadly (cf. Lyle, 2018; Piggott, 2012; Townsend & 
Cushion, 2015). In relation to coach learning, coach education and pedagogical knowledge, the 
participants demonstrated an epistemological “difference between practical knowledge and 
scholarly knowledge” (Bourdieu, 1998, p. 1; cf. Bourdieu, 1988a; Jones, 2011). This was evident 
from the notable lack of understanding and limited discourse and technical and conceptual 
language they used, with only Henry appearing comfortable and ‘informed’ when discussing these 
areas. Although the coaching literature to date has struggled to report on his work in the sociology 
of sport, Bourdieu (1988a) does consider and make references to sport, physical education and 
coaching. He views sport as an area where the problematic nature of the relationship between 
theory and practice “arises in a most acute form” (Bourdieu, 1988a, p 160). This has implications 
for coach educators and coaching roles, as theoretical understandings of coach learning and 
pedagogy are clearly constrained “within the limits of the embodied sedimentation of the social 
structures which produced it” (Wacquant, 1992, p. 19). These data are concerning when we 
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consider the significance of the coach educator role. At the same time, the current insights advance 
the literature and build on recent pedagogical findings in coaching (e.g. Stodter & Cushion, 2019; 
Walsh & Carson, 2019) and challenge previous contributions (e.g. Cope & Lowe, 2018; McQuade 
& Nash, 2015; Robinson, 2010) that have alluded to coach educators’ ‘rigorous’ and 
comprehensive training, their knowledge, and ‘competent skill sets’. This seeming discrepancy 
in research findings is worthy of more research and scrutiny including questions of researcher and 
possible proprietary interest in the coach development programmes being evaluated.  
In considering the above finding further, the present study does support and add to 
previous concerns (e.g. Cushion et al., 2010; Gilbert et al., 2009; McCullick et al., 2009) and more 
recent criticism in the literature (e.g. Bailey et al., 2018; Lyle, 2018; Stodter & Cushion, 2019) 
concerning evidence, research and pedagogy in coach education. The findings indicated that 
coach educators were informed by a number of questionable ideas and methods. An example of 
this was the understanding and use of learning styles (cf. Hussain et al., 2012), despite evidence 
and concerns about these to the contrary in coaching and education more broadly (e.g. Bailey et 
al., 2018; Colley, 2012). Interestingly, however, as seen in Bailey’s (2018) work with coaches, 
the participants did not comment on using and valuing learning styles in their own coaching 
practice. Rather, the use of learning styles were viewed as something that was a ‘coach education 
thing’, with the participants’ understandings, dispositions, and beliefs about coaching and coach 
learning firmly shaped by more orthodox and experiential experiences and discourses around 
what had ‘worked’ previously in their coaching contexts (cf. Stodter & Cushion, 2017). Indeed, 
when the participants were asked about how people learn in relation to their own coaching 
practice, learning styles and preferences were rarely mentioned. By investigating coaches’ and 
coach educators’ knowledge, understandings and use of pedagogy, the present study has gone 
some way to addressing recent calls (e.g. Bailey et al., 2018) for qualitative methods to be used 
with coach educators to provide rich data and more depth and rigour towards our the 
understanding of the topic (cf. Smith & McGannon, 2018). Future research could also centre on 
the development of pedagogies for coach educators. This is something that has been proposed in 
the broader educational literature on professional educators (e.g. Cochran-Smith et al., 2020; 
Goodwin et al., 2014; Knight et al., 2014; Soysal & Radmard, 2020). 
It has been noted earlier that previous research in coaching (e.g. Blackett et al., 2015; 
Cushion & Jones, 2014), coach education (e.g. Townsend & Cushion, 2015) and with coach 
educators (e.g. Cushion et al., 2017) utilising a Bourdieusian lens, has indicated the notion of 
‘cultural reproduction’. While cultural reproduction is a part of the findings in this case, the 
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current research further reinforces this with coach educators. For example, by showing an 
unevenness of experiences between the coach educators and how the logic of the field operated 
differently according to those experiences. Henry for instance, declared he ‘compromised’ his 
pedagogical beliefs as a coach educator, which was a powerful and seemingly honest finding; 
thus, he was susceptible and not immune from the influence of the sub-field’s culture, doxa and 
logic. It further illustrated the pervasive nature and the strength of the prevailing legitimate 
culture, as well as a lack of awareness and reflection towards it. Henry’s dual position in the sub-
field positioned him on a sport’s national coaching advisory panel which meant he was in a 
position of power with considerable cultural, social and symbolic capital (relative to other 
participants as well as to the majority of the coach educator workforce). Hence, Henry had more 
authority, stability and influence in the sub-field than other coach educators (cf. Allanson et al., 
2019). This made him better-placed, able, and arguably more confident and secure in asking 
questions and re-examining ‘norms’ and practices, but the present findings highlighted he had not 
done this. As already discussed, taking part in the research encouraged the coach educators to 
become more reflexive and critical and could enable coach educators like Henry to begin to 
challenge current practice in coach development (cf. Stodter & Cushion, 2019). It would be 
interesting to investigate how Henry has conducted himself and delivered coach education since 
this ‘intervention’ and whether he has raised these points with his SGBs and if so, how they were 
received and impacted his practice. This would make an interesting follow-up study to this 
research. 
Empirical work with coach educators in situ (e.g. Cushion et al., 2017) found that they 
deified ‘practical experience’ in legitimate past experiences making them valuable symbolic 
capital in the field. In this sense, it may have been that “familiarity prevents us from seeing 
everything that is concealed…” (Bourdieu, 1998a, p. 21, emphasis added). The findings of the 
current study support and extend this idea by showing that the participants, like coaches (e.g. 
Blackett et al., 2015), revered their past experiences of coaching practice. At the same time 
however they engaged in what Bourdieu (1989) described as consecration, through the imposition 
of a legitimate way of coaching from their SGBs’ prescriptive and decontextualised ideologies 
toward coach education. This meant that knowledge and ‘ownership’ of this was perceived as 
symbolic capital. This is despite, throughout their accounts (as coaches and coach educators), the 
participants expressing doubt about the usefulness of these methods. In accordance with previous 
accounts (e.g. Allanson et al., 2019; Nelson et al., 2016a; Rowley & Lester, 2016; Taylor & 
Collins, 2016), the coach educators had to accept such methods in order to remain coach 
184 
 
educators, that is, they were symbolic capital in the field and helped maintain their position. Yet, 
crucially, when they were afforded the opportunity through this study to provide opinions and 
solutions on what they felt needed to change, the participants volunteered very little content or 
pedagogical input (cf. Bourdieu, 1988a; Horgan & Daly, 2015). Arguably, it might have been that 
because they did not have to do this for their role, they had not considered such matters 
Nonetheless, perhaps it portrays a broader issue for professional educators and the educational 
field. This area warrants further investigation with more coach educators (and coach developers) 
and in essence it could be offered as a useful CPD process. 
Currently there is no consensus regarding the best method, approach, or superior model to 
guarantee effective learning in any given context and probably never will be. However, it does 
seem that coach education content has at least begun to consider ‘learning’ in programmes and 
recognise that learners are diverse (cf. Hussain et al., 2012, inter alia). The current findings further 
suggest that without changes to coach education cultures (cf. Galvan et al., 2012), coach educators 
who embrace research-informed and/or alternative approaches (see Hussain et al., 2012; Lyle, 
2018) or express concerns may struggle to be accepted (cf. Coakley, 1994; Townsend & Cushion, 
2015) and function and survive in the sub-field (Allanson et al., 2019; cf. Bourdieu, 1986, 1987, 
1977, 2000). Thus, it seems that in its current form the coach educator role will continue to be 
controlled (cf. Sawiuk et al., 2016) and in turn be controlling of coach learners, and coach 
education will reproduce itself, lack ‘open-mindedness’ and propagate ‘robotic’ graduates (cf. 
Jones et al., 2003; Taylor & Collins, 2016, inter alia). For coach educators and coach development 
to progress, and for this cycle to be challenged or broken, the current findings provide new 
understanding and evidence further supporting the call for provision and practice to be research-
informed and evidence-based (e.g. Armour, 2010, 2011; Armour et al., 2016; Bailey et al., 2018; 
Griffiths et al., 2016; Lyle, 2018; Nash et al., 2016). Ultimately, coach learners need to value 
formal coach education experiences and attendance should enhance their learning and practice.  
 
7.3 Coach educators’ practice, roles and realities 
It has been shown that previous research has indicated that coach educators’ roles are imbued 
with challenges and pressures (see Allanson, 2014; Allanson et al., 2019). In the present study, 
the findings showed the part-time coach educators to have several concerns about their roles and 
realities. Some of these findings confirm those of earlier work that has raised concerns regarding 
compliance, reductionist pedagogies, job security (Nelson et al., 2016a; Rowley & Lester, 2016) 
and pressures to pass coach learners (Taylor & Groom, 2016). Building on these, the current study 
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has provided additional and valuable insight into the issues and realities that many coach 
educators face. These include for example: limited course durations and time constraints, courses 
being too easy, fast-tracking former elite athletes, co-worker challenges, poor attitudes of some 
coach learners, inadequate staffing for tutor/learner ratios, unsociable hours, payment and 
apprehensions over challenging the status quo and those in hierarchy. Some of these have been 
considered in the wider coach education literature (e.g. Chesterfield et al., 2010, inter alia), but 
not specifically from the perspective of the coach educator. In this case, all participants reported 
that their practise and roles were rushed and pressurised. Moreover, these issues were arguably 
exacerbated by limited tutor training which served to embody hierarchical expectations in and 
through the prescriptive approach that seemed to reflect indoctrination (cf. Nelson et al., 2006). 
Therefore, an important finding is that coach educators require greater support, better training 
(discussed in more detail below), care, and thus need to be listened to.  
The present research also adds to and extends Piggott’s (2012) research that initially 
highlighted there to be differences in experiences for coaches and coach educators in contrasting 
SGBs. For example, in comparison to those in larger SGBs, coach educators practicing in smaller 
SGBs felt there was some freedom and some agency, which led to them discussing their role and 
practice more positively. This gave the impression that enjoyment and fun were valued in their 
coach education environments. Notwithstanding, the role remained highly structured, pressured, 
prescriptive and repetitive and essentially replicated the traditional ‘deliver this content this way’ 
approach that has previously been raised as a concern (e.g. Armour, 2011; Taylor & Collins, 
2016). Therefore, the present findings heighten awareness of this and offer a better understanding 
of the culture, tradition and power in coach development (cf. Sawiuk et al., 2016). Similarly, this 
study also encourages scholarship that appreciates the coach educator as a person and their 
practice, roles and realities in a more sophisticated way.  
 
7.4 Implications and future research 
There are a number of implications and considerations for coach education and coach educators 
moving forward. Firstly, the research suggests the need for caution against the tendency (see 
Duarte & Culver, 2014; Vella et al., 2013, inter alia) to homogenise coach educators and coach 
education research. Secondly, future research considering coach educators’ voices should be 
given greater priority, as this study has shown.  Thirdly, the coach educators mixed, and 
sometimes limited, understandings of pedagogy illustrated that coach educator training and CPD 
are areas requiring attention. The findings support previous work (e.g. Brasil et al., 2017; Griffiths 
186 
 
& Armour, 2013; Horgan & Daly, 2015; Stodter & Cushion, 2019) that has highlighted the need 
to explore the biographies and personal learning dispositions of coach educators. This is needed 
by both scholars and those responsible for coach development and would seem to be a priority 
given the evidence in this and other studies that coach education may not be “driven by 
pedagogical concerns” (Sawiuk et al., 2016, p. 619) or serving “those whom they were designed 
to educate” (Sawiuk et al., 2016, p. 626; cf. Bourdieu, 2004a). An important addition to such 
training would be the inclusion of coach educators reflecting on their biographies and socio-
cultural experiences (cf. Gearity et al., 2013; Hassanin & Light, 2014; Jones et al., 2003, 2004; 
Townsend & Cushion, 2015), as the participants in this research have had the opportunity to do. 
In relation to the above, Jones’ (2011) recommendation that coaches can benefit from a 
‘sociological imagination’ (Wright Mills, 1959) should be extended to the coach educator. Indeed, 
the current findings highlight that this should occur with coach educators before it can be filtered 
through to the coach learners they certify and work with. Such an approach would support and 
build on previous work (e.g. Allanson et al., 2019; Jones, 2000; Jones et al., 2011; Jones & Turner, 
2006; cf. Potrac, 2016) that has argued that coach educators who are knowledgeable 
sociologically may feel liberated and be creative and imaginative, thereby helping coach learners 
to become better coaches and thinkers. This should be a goal of coach education; indeed, it is 
noteworthy that this research appeared make an impact on certain participants. Consequently, 
greater reflection and reflexivity should be encouraged in coach education and coach educators 
in order to consider the “patterns of thought which organise reality” (Bourdieu, 1977, p. 194; cf. 
Townsend & Cushion, 2015). Essentially, the findings raise further and important questions and 
concerns surrounding the coach educator role and their skills (e.g. Abraham et al., 2013; Lyle, 
2007, 2002), coach educators’ learning needs (e.g. Armour, 2010; Cushion & Nelson, 2013, inter 
alia) and curriculum design and delivery (e.g. Armour et al., 2016; Gilbert et al., 2009; Trudel et 
al., 2013). This study has implications for future research because it is has reported on challenges 
from the voices inside coach education. The findings suggest, however, that changes will be 
challenging, political and complex. Thus, in line with the suggestions of others (e.g. Bailey et al., 
2018; Taylor & Groom, 2016, inter alia), collaboration with government, stakeholders and SGB 
hierarchies is needed, as the findings showed that some of the coach educators in the present 
research felt restricted, trapped and dehumanised (cf. Nelson et al., 2016a; Rowley & Lester, 
2016). This suggests they need greater education and emancipation rather than being controlled 
(cf. Sawiuk et al., 2016). Such an approach provides opportunities for future research and would 
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have implications for coach educators’ practice and the coaches they educate, and, most 
importantly, for the recipients of coaching practice.  
Taken together, these research findings present a case that coach educators would benefit 
from future tutor training that facilitates creativity, critical thinking, flexibility, and an 
understanding of the impact of structure and agency on their practice (cf. Allanson et al., 2019; 
Jones, 2000, 2011; Jones et al., 2011; Potrac, 2016). For the participants in this research the 
findings suggest this is long overdue. Of course, the study also highlights that it is important to 
remember the challenges that coaching continues to face through its diverse workforce and the 
typically part-time and often voluntary nature of the role (cf. Armour, 2011; Callary & Gearity, 
2019b; Jones, 2006). Unlike in other (more established) disciplines the workforce is varied, and 
expectations and practise differ greatly across coaching roles, contexts and domains. Moreover, 
whilst coach educators and coach education are often criticised, it still remains somewhat unclear 
in the literature as to what coaches need from coach educators at different stages of their coach 
education (and what coach educators need). Despite their criticisms towards coach education, 
however, the participants provided few suggestions as to what they would change and more 
importantly why. As alternative UK coaching pathways do not exist the current system cannot be 
compared to others and requires further examination (cf. McCullick et al., 2009). This represents 
a further avenue for researchers to explore as coach education and coach educators are crucial to 
the ongoing professionalisation of coaching (Callary & Gearity, 2019a, 2019b). One way of 
progressing this would be to collaborate with and conduct research with senior SGB officials, 
stakeholders, as well as key coach development practitioners in research, namely, coach mentors, 
coach developers and coach educators, in what could be a novel tripartite approach.  
Finally, and in agreement with previous recent empirical research with coaches (e.g. 
Bailey et al., 2018), it is recommended that SGBs’ funding from government should be 
determined and subject to their use of evidence-based educational practices. To raise awareness, 
transparency, and the status of evidence-based practice, SGBs could be requested to declare and 
publish the assumptions and evidence that underpins their coach education. One way of 
facilitating this could be through the implementation of SGBs being assigned and affiliated to 
university coaching departments to form compulsory coach education partnerships. Additionally, 
as this research showed, although we can more clearly understand the coach educator role and 
why they practice in the ways they do, future empirical studies need to examine the roles and 
experiences of a greater number of coach educators and ask government, stakeholder’s and SGBs 
why they practice this way. Further research should also explore coach education, coach 
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developers and coach educators in other countries and cultures in order to compare and contrast 
coach education systems and provide a global perspective (cf. Brasil et al., 2017; Callary & 
Gearity, 2019b). This will extend the literature and enhance understanding of coach educators on 
a broader scale and go some way towards re-addressing the current lack of research. Considering 
the global number of sporting participants, and the importance of coaching and the coach educator 
role, this would be a worthwhile endeavour and advance understanding and effectiveness. 
 
7.5 Limitations 
Whilst this research has presented a range of findings that aid our understanding of coach 
educators, it is important to be mindful that the study explored sixteen participants of the coach 
educator workforce from a selection of sports in the UK. Additionally, this research could be 
subjected to the ‘one-off’ and ‘incomplete examination’ criticism that some scholars (e.g. Culver 
et al., 2003; Cushion, 2014; Smith & Sparkes, 2016) have levelled at coaching research which 
has adopted a single methodological approach. Future research may also benefit from re-visiting 
and studying coach educators over time and consider their journeys with follow-up interviews 
and reflections (cf. Watts & Cushion, 2016; Stodter & Cushion, 2019). Another limitation of this 
study could be that it did not move closer to the site of social practice (Bourdieu, 2004b) to 
observe coach educators’ practice, roles and realities. For example, ethnographical research could 
have complemented the interviews and increased our understanding of coach educators further. 
Also, as with any interview approach, it is important to be mindful that the findings depend on 
what participants remember and what they choose to say (cf. Atkinson, 1998; Brinkmann, 2018; 
Kvale, 2006; Sparkes & Smith, 2009). Likewise, readers only gain a glimpse into research worlds 
(Brinkmann, 2018; Finlay & Gough, 2003) and the findings can only represent a certain point in 
time (Sparkes & Smith, 2014). Lastly, as with any research endeavour undertaken by any 
researcher, my assumptions, experiences, and background influenced this study (detailed in 
chapter three). Through being reflexive, I acknowledge that in exploring sixteen participants 
meant that certain participants featured more heavily than others (see chapter three). However, 
“research methods cannot be divorced from their philosophical undercarriage” (Smith & 
McGannon, 2018, p. 104; Bourdieu, 1990a; Braun & Clarke, 2019), and this led me to presenting 
the findings as I did. 
 
7.6 Concluding thoughts and remarks 
It is only by including and hearing from coach educators and about their experiences in 
professional settings that the process of understanding them as people, their worlds and the vital 
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role they perform can begin. Importantly, and as Smith and McGannon (2018) proposed, 
“researchers who commit to a relativist approach should inform readers that relativism underpins 
their work and document their epistemology and ontology” (p. 116). This enables readers to be 
“better placed to make fair, appropriate, and informed judgments about the quality of the research” 
(Smith & McGannon, 2018, p. 115). The present research produced rich data and constructed new 
knowledge about sixteen coach educators in the UK, raising awareness of an under-researched 
role and the “person behind the profession” (Christensen, 2014, p. 207). In addition, the current 
findings add empirical weight to Lyle’s (2002) argument that “coach educators are in an 
impossible position unless they are operating within an appropriate framework of knowledge and 
skills” (p. 26). The coach educators’ insights also pose further questions sourced from voices 
inside the under-researched sub-field about aspects identified by others positioned outside of the 
sub-field, including the assumptions (e.g. Cushion et al., 2010), evidence-base (e.g. Bailey et al., 
2018; McCullick et al., 2009) and learning cultures (e.g. Galvan et al., 2012; cf. Hodkinson et al., 
2008; Piggott, 2012, 2015) in coach education. Consequently, the findings are original, useful and 
accessible for coaching practitioners and coaching scholars alike (and, of course, a combination 
of both, namely practitioner-researchers and ‘scholar-coaches’). Such a grounding also avoids the 
‘esoteric’ tag (see Abraham & Collins, 2011) that has been directed towards some coaching 
research (cf. Lyle, 2018).  
Although some of the findings and analysis may seem concerning, critical and negative, 
the argument here is that the research should be viewed as constructive and positive. This is 
because, crucially, not only does the research give this sample of coach educators voices and shed 
light on their journeys and experiences, but the study highlights: a) their perceptions and personal 
understandings; b) the lack of awareness and critical consideration of coach education and 
learning (i.e. a future training need); c) their constraints and concerns; d) how Henry was in an 
elevated position in the sub-field with the potential to influence the coach educator workforce and 
therefore coach learners; e) future improvements to coach education can be achieved; f) how some 
coach educators did begin to re-examine and reflect critically on their role, beliefs, practice and 
coach education; and that, g) some coach educators welcomed the interest and opportunity 
afforded to them through their participation in this study. As a result, the findings further 
contribute to revealing and challenging “the deeply engrained cultural practices” (Piggott, 2015, 
p. 25; Cushion et al., 2017) in coaching and coach education, and offers ways forward. 
Through the use of semi-structured interviews and Bourdieu’s sociology, the present 
research has facilitated a more sophisticated consideration of the coach educator and has enhanced 
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awareness and understanding of an under-researched but integral practitioner. Interviews can aid 
pedagogical reflection and future change (cf. Smith, 2013) and the use of Bourdieu’s constructs 
and “thinking tools” (Bourdieu, 1989, p. 15) have served to “shine a spotlight on the blinkers” 
(Bourdieu, 1990, p. 16) of coach educators’ unknown worlds and provided a platform for their 
voices to be heard. Specifically, this could aid greater social and structural awareness, reflection, 
and self-awareness amongst practitioners, thereby improving their knowledge, understandings 
and practice (cf. Armour, 2006; Smith, 2013, inter alia).  Thus, this research has managed to “get 
behind the curtain” (Kincheloe & McLaren, 2000, p. 297) and provide original insights as well as 
add to the limited work in this area (e.g. Allanson, 2014; Allanson et al., 2019; Brasil et al., 2017; 
Cushion et al., 2017; Piggott, 2012, inter alia). The findings also offer something of a heterodox 
discourse to the orthodoxy of some scholarly work surrounding coach educators (e.g. McQuade 
& Nash, 2015) and reveal the need for coach educators, coach developers, and those positioned 
in the hierarchies of coach education, to question their “sense of limits” (Bourdieu, 1977, p. 164). 
Specifically, this points to a need for future research with programme designers (coach 
developers) and a detailed examination of tutor training and tutor CPD in their current forms. 
Likewise, the findings add to previous arguments (e.g. Horgan & Daly, 2005) that have proposed 
there is a ‘major deficiency’ in the education of coach developers who design educational 
programmes (cf. Callary & Gearity, 2019b, 2020; see also Walsh & Carson, 2019). 
In ending this thesis, it is important to stress that the sociologist’s role is “to assist people 
in their struggles to understand the society and culture of which they are a part” (Burke et al., 
2018, p. 6). Ultimately, if research fails to appreciate history, society, culture and people (coach 
educators), it will fail to understand, assist and make progress. The findings showed the research 
promoted greater self-awareness and reflection for some of the coach educators. While perhaps 
not all, some participants welcomed the interest in them and their role, and their involvement in 
the study. Up until this point, this was something they had neither experienced personally nor 
from a research perspective. In fact, discussing their experiences seemed to go some way towards 
alleviating (albeit temporarily) the isolation and pressures they encountered (cf. Allanson et al., 
2019). Thus, coach educators require attention, care and support; without these, this important 
workforce could diminish and certainly will not thrive. Undoubtedly, through investigating “what 
the processes are by which persons [coach educators] are produced and produce themselves in 
historical and political terms” (Lave, 2012, p. 169) this study has added to the literature. Through 
the exploration and analyses of the coach educators’ voices, the research is novel, imaginative, 
has got “its hands dirty” (Archer et al., 2018, p. 285) and has thereby enhanced understanding. It 
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is this type of “interest in disinterestedness” (Bourdieu, 1993, p. 49) that highlights why 
researchers undertaking critical sociological inquiry in the future is necessary and continues to 
add value. In essence, this study further confirms why sport, sports coaching, coach education 
and coach educators need sociological attention. 
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Appendix B 
 
From: ssehs res ent <Ssehs-res-ent@lboro.ac.uk>  
Sent: 04 November 2014 10:30 
To: Christopher Cushion <C.Cushion@lboro.ac.uk> 
Cc: Darren Watts <D.W.Watts@lboro.ac.uk> 
Subject: Ethical Clearance 
 
 
Dear Dr Cushion, 
 
Reference number SSEHS-1774 
 
I can confirm that your ethics checklist: 
 
Understanding Professional Educators: An Examination of Coach Educators and Coach 
Education (PhD Research Project) 
 
Has been approved.  The reference number is SSEHS-1774 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Charlotte Barradell 
Administration and Finance Office, JB211 
School of Sport, Exercise and Health Sciences 
Loughborough University 
Loughborough 
Leicestershire     LE11 3TU 
Tel: +44 (0) 1509 226416 
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Appendix C 
 
 
                      
Understanding Professional Educators: 
An Examination of Coach Educators 
and Coach Education 
 
Participant Information Sheet (interviews) 
 
 
Darren Watts, PhD Research Student, School of Sport, Exercise and Health 
Sciences, Loughborough University, Leicestershire, LE11 3TU 
 
What is the purpose of the study? 
 
This study aims to explore the roles, backgrounds, perceptions and practice of coach educators 
in England 
 
Who is doing this research and why? 
 
This research is being conducted by Darren Watts, a PhD research student under the 
supervision of Professor Chris Cushion. This study is part of a research project supported by 
Loughborough University. 
 
Once I take part, can I change my mind? 
 
Yes.  After you have read this information and asked any questions you may have, we will ask 
you to complete an Informed Consent Form, however if at any time, before, during or after the 
research process you wish to withdraw from the study, please just contact any of the 
investigators.  You can withdraw at any time, for any reason, and you will not be asked to 
explain your reasons for withdrawing. 
 
Will I be required to attend any specific sessions and where will these be? 
 
Darren Watts will liaise with you regarding interview venues. These will be arranged with as little 
intrusion and inconvenience as possible, at venues and times of your choice. 
 
How long will it take? 
 
Each interview will take around 60-120 minutes 
 
What will I be asked to do? 
 
We will ask you to talk about your experience, background, practice, role and thoughts on 
coach education. 
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Will my taking part in this study be kept confidential? 
 
All interview data you provide will be treated as strictly confidential and will only be 
accessible to the investigators listed above. Once collected, the data will be stored securely 
and discarded after ten years in line with data protection legislation. 
 
What will happen to the results of the study? 
 
The information collected will be used to write a PhD thesis. 
 
I have some more questions - who should I contact? 
 
Please contact the principal researcher, Darren Watts – d.w.watts@lboro.ac.uk or 
Professor Chris Cushion – c.cushion@lboro.ac.uk 
 
What if I am not happy with how the research was conducted? 
 
If you are not happy with how the research was conducted, please contact Ms Jackie Green, the 
Secretary for the University’s Ethics Approvals (Human Participants) Sub-Committee: 
 
Ms J Green, Research Office, Hazlerigg Building, Loughborough University, Epinal Way, 
Loughborough, LE11 3TU.  Tel: 01509 222423.  Email: J.A.Green@lboro.ac.uk 
 
 
Invitation to participate 
 
Date: 07/11/2015 
 
Dear Candidate, 
 
I am a researcher from the School of Sport, Exercise and Health Sciences at Loughborough 
University, studying Coach Educators in various sports in England.   
 
As part of my research I will be investigating the roles, practice, perceptions and backgrounds 
of coach educators, and therefore I am writing to invite you to take part in the study. 
 
The research will involve collecting information through: 
 
•   Interview 
 
The information collected will be used to write an independent report about coach educators and 
coach education from different sports and different types of sport. At no point will I ‘assess’ your 
delivery, nor will your identity be used/published. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns about participating in the research, please do not hesitate 
to contact me. 
 
Finally, please e-mail me to inform me of your willingness to participate in the research: 
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• I am happy to participate in interviews 
 
•  I would not like to take part in the study 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
Darren Watts 
School of Sport, Exercise & Health Sciences, Loughborough University 
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Appendix D 
 
Understanding Professional Educators: An Examination of Coach Educators and Coach Education 
 
INFORMED CONSENT FORM  
(to be completed after Participant Information Sheet has been read) 
The purpose and details of this study have been explained to me.  I 
understand that this study is designed to further scientific knowledge and 
that all procedures have been approved by the Loughborough University 
Ethics Approvals (Human Participants) Sub-Committee. 
 
 
 
Yes  
 
 
No  
I have read and understood the information sheet and this consent form. 
 
Yes  No  
I have had an opportunity to ask questions about my participation. 
 
Yes  No  
I understand that I am under no obligation to take part in the study. 
 
Yes  No  
I understand that I have the right to withdraw from this study at any stage for 
any reason, and that I will not be required to explain my reasons for 
withdrawing. 
 
 
Yes  
 
No  
I understand that all the information I provide will be treated in strict 
confidence and will be kept anonymous and confidential to the researchers 
unless (under the statutory obligations of the agencies which the researchers 
are working with), it is judged that confidentiality will have to be breached 
for the safety of the participant or others.  
 
 
 
Yes  
 
 
 
No  
I agree to participate in this study. 
 
Yes  No  
I agree that the bodily samples taken during this study can be stored for 
future research. 
 
Yes  No  
If No to above, I confirm that the bodily samples taken during this study can 
only be used for this study and should be disposed of upon completion of the 
research (N/A) 
 
Yes  
 
No  
 
Your name ________________________________ 
Your signature ________________________________ 
 
Signature of investigator 
 
 
_______________________________Date______________ 
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Appendix E 
 
Interview Guide 
 
Biography and background details: 
 
1. Age 
2.Educational background and journey (inc. further education, higher education, 
apprenticeships etc) 
3. Sporting career (performer, school, contexts, ages, domains) 
4. Coaching and PE teaching/sport athletic experiences (what were they like – develop and 
probe?) 
5. Coaching journey and career (experience, details, contexts, domains, etc.) 
6. Formal coaching qualifications undertaken; CPD – experiences of courses? 
7. Current coaching role 
8. Working career journey (linkage / help with educator role?) 
9. Current occupation 
10. Did anyone have a significant influence on your life and career (family, others)? If so, how 
did they influence you and why was this important to you? 
 
Becoming and being a Coach Educator (coach education): 
 
11. Role of coach educator – how many years (level of delivery)? 
12. Why did you choose to become a coach educator? (How did you become a coach 
educator? What was the recruitment process? How did you find this)? 
13. Do you / have you received training to perform your educator role? (What did this consist 
of and was it useful?) 
14. How were you recruited? 
15. What do you deliver? 
16. What is like to be a coach educator (what does it mean to you?) 
17. Views of courses and coach education generally? 
18. Knowledge and skills required to perform your role? 
19. Do you attend coach educator CPD events? If yes, who runs these and how have you found 
them?  
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Beliefs and views around pedagogy, role, realities and practice: 
 
20. What are your thoughts, understandings, perceptions and beliefs about coach learning and 
coach education (and CPD)?  
21. What are your perceptions of your own practice, roles and realities? 
22. What are your views and understanding around learning and pedagogy (coaching and 
coach educator differences)? 
23. What learning environment do you try to create and describes your practice? Why is 
this? 
24. Are there situational factors that constrain your practice? If yes, please discuss these. 
25. Describe your practice as an educator (and why). 
26. Do you design, or have input, into the programmes your deliver? If yes, what? If not, would 
you want to? (additional thoughts on this) 
27. How effective are the programmes - perceptions of content, methods and assessment? 
28. Are you happy with coach education? If not, do you feel changes to coach education are 
necessary? If yes, what future improvements and changes would you make to coach education? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
